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CHAPTERI

INTRODUCTION

: Following an agreement in principle between the New Jersey Department of
Transportation, the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, and the United
States Urban Mass Transportation Administration econcerning the funding of a $600
‘million New Jersey mass transit capital improvement program, an NJDOT task force
. was established to: :

a)  Identify the mass transit capital improvement needs for the

: State from existing studies and reports.

b)  Evaluate the identified projects for inclusion in- the
$600—million transit package (Transpac), based on ex1st1ng
data. - :

c) Formulate a preliminary recommended program based on

those evaluations.

d) Present the preliminary program to state and local officials |
’ and the public to obtain their input.

‘e) Prepare a recommended program'eonsidering'those inputs.‘

The preliminary recommended program was presented in a draft report
entitled "Preliminary Recommendations for the Transpac Program", March 1979, It
was distributed to all County Planning Boards/Boards of Public Transportation,
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO's), Small Urban Area Planning Studies and
other concerned parties for review and comment. Regional public meetings were
held on the preliminary recommendations at: Newark, March 27, 1979; Camden,
Marech 29, 1979; Somerville, ApI‘ll 3, 1979 and ; Manasquan, ApI‘ll 4, 1979

: Con51der1ng the pubhc inputs and new technical 1nformat10n reeelved the
recommended program was developed and is presented in this final report. It is in
the same format as the March, 1979 draft, using updated project data as applicable,
and with a section relating to public input added to Chapter III (Recommendations).
Also, an additional appendix, "D", explaining changes made to candldate pPO]eCtS

-since the draft report has been added.

Identification of projects which had prevmusly been studied or at least the
needs of which had been quantified revealed over $2% billion in quantifiable projects.
Other projects not yet quantified, because studies of these projects have either not
been completed or initiated, were also identified. Detailed descriptions, along with -
presentations of benefits, disbenefits and status, of quantifiable projects are
presented in Appendix A. Desecriptions of major ‘non—quantifiable projects, that
therefore were not considered for Transpac, are presented in Appendix B. To assist
in the. geographlcal identification of rail projects, Figure 1 presents the existing rail -
~network in New Jersey. : :

/
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In order to properly evaluate and prioritize projects, a rational evaluation
‘process was developed based on short range improvement policies established by the
Department of Transportation. The procedure had to be developed with the thought
that there were severe time constraints and a wide variety of projects to be
~ considered.. Typically, each project had varying types and levels of available data
associated with it.  Thus, comparison of projects on a strict hard data basis was, at
many times, impossible. - To deal with this situation a set of priority groups was
established based on the short range improvement policies.- The policies were:

l)ﬁ' Preserve and maintain (as Justified) service, equlpment and
a facilities of the existing bus and rail systems.

-2) Impro-ve those services first which will have the greatest
‘ imm‘ediate real benefit at the most reasonable costs.

3) Construct those projects first that are justified, committed
and can be implemented in the shortest period of time
within budgetary - constraints. . The implementation time
frame for the Transpac program was taken as 1979-85.

The ‘order of corresponding priority groups established for evaluation purposes
(highest priority first) are: .

L Pro;ects required for the contlnuance of essential services at current levels
of service. :

1L Pro;ects requlred to complete capltal improvement efforts that have been
initiated. : :

lII._ Low cost, user oriented projects.

, IV v | Low cost, operations oriented projects.

V. Moderate cost projects of significant benefit.
VL High cost projects of significant ’benefi.t.

. It should be noted that during the initial development of pro;ect prlority'

groupmgs, the second priority was identified as, "PrOJects mandated by federal

and/or state laws or regulation." This ecategory or grouping appears and is discussed
in Appendix C, which deals with the development of criteria and methodology for

project evaluation. However, it was found that all identifiable projects falling into
the priority group would be funded ‘through sources external to Transpae. Therefore,
to avoid confusion, the priority group has been omitted from treatment in the body -
of this report. .

Projects being evaluated were assigned their respective priority categories -
based on the basic nature of each project. For example, rehabilitation of stations is
a Priority I project. With regard to Priorities I, and II, the absolute need for these
projects. in order to continue service and the magnitude of funding availability did
not require further ranking of those projects within the priority categories.
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CHAPTER II

'PrOject Evaluations

ThlS chapter presents the results -of the prOJect evaluanon process, w1th
. respect to the ranking of prOJects within the six priority groupings, outlined in the

introduction and detailed in Appendix C. It includes treatment of all projects that

were- forma]ly evaluated for inclusion in the Transpac program. It should be noted
that "all publie transit prOJects that were identified were not formally evaluated.

First, a number of projects in advanced stages of development were found to be

already scheduled for funding outside of Transpae, e.g. state appropriations to
quickly move low cost environmentally. mandated projects, low cost FAUS projects,
ete. Second, certain projects were identified but eliminated prior to this step due to
~ insufficient project development/mformatlon. Projects in the later group are
.discussed in Appendlx B.. : - A :

Evaluat1ons associated with each priority group are presented mdependently

- Results for each group are prefaced by an evaluation matrix indicating final project . . '
- ranking within the priority and showing selected- prOJect data and impaets. An

explanation of the contents of, and nomenelature utilized in, the matrices precedes

- the first priority group.. Each matrix is followed by narrative material discussing . -

key reasons for a project's final ranking relative to the other pro;ects in the group. S

For Priorities I'and II, projects are discussed on an aggregate basis, since projects in
‘these groups were not ranked. Narratives for the remaining priority groups are

_ project. It should also be noted that the data presented in the matrices does not

- glven on a project by project. ba51s for clarity. The project narratives are arranged
in a sequence of highest to lowest ranking within-a group. For reference purposes, = -
‘the project descriptions contained in Appendix A are arranged in the same order. It
- has not been attempted to present all possible data that was obtained for each

necessarily of itself tota]ly indicate why a project received a particular rank. The

' complete picture of why particular: ranks were determlned

Evaantion _ Matrices, Definitions

Tables I through \4% present fmal pro;ect rankmgs within - the- pr10r1ty .
grouplngs, with the exception of Priorities I and II.  All projects within- these first -
two prlor1t1es are considered of high rank and not rated against each other. For the

~ matriees must be used in conjunction with the subsequent narratives- to arrlve ata’

remaining priorities (IIl' thru 'VI) projects are ranked on an alpha-numerlc basis. The "

numerical values indicate order of ranking within the prlorlty, i.e., "1" being highest,

"2" second highest, etc. However, the numerical ranks in themselves do not provide
1nformat10n as to the projects absolute worth, especially in terms of at what point. -
: prOJects in following priority groups should be considered for inclusion in Transpaec.:

It is not intended that all projects in a given priority group must necessarily be

~ included, as far as funding allows, before proceding to the next priority. Therefore, - :

alphabetlcal designations were also assigned to indicate priority relationships: among |

‘projects in all priority group:lngs.‘ These _alphabencal designations are as follows:
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o have a positive unpact. However,'magmtu’de of the 1mpactzcannbt.be .
- realistically further quant1f1ed based on avallable data. . Do

o N/A Not Apphcable. Indlcates that the category is not apphcable» -
to the prOJect or that the level of 1mpact is con51dered margmal. ;

Consistent - Used only in conJunctlon w1th the "Support Land Use
"Plans" category Indicates that the project is at least consistent with

the area's land use plans. More spe01f1c terms are used when justified -
by available data. '

n.a. - Not available. Indlcates that sufficient data: was not avallable
to make a reasonable Judgement as to 1mpact. o : '

Posmve vs. Negatxve Impact - All terms shown in the tables indicate

‘a beneficial or positive impact unless explicitly qualified, e.g.,

"moderate" under any category would 1ndlcate a favorable 1mpact~
unless quahfled as "moderate, negatlve" - ‘

Defmltxon of pro;|ect 1mpact categories - '

’Auto D1ver. A‘uto diversion’s attributable to the' project. :

Bus D1ver. - Bus d1ver51ons attrlbutable to the prOJect., It should be o '

noted that diversions per se do not indicate benefit or disbenefit. -

Whether beneficial or not would depend upon system impact on a case

by case basis. This category is mtended only to mdlcate magmtude of -

- dlversmns.

Trans1t Mode Travel Tlme Savmg -

- User - Indicates travel t1me savmgs for- prOJect users. In the case- of -

a project that impaects only a portion of an ex1st1ng service, this
category only con51ders those rlders dlrectly beneﬁtmg from the
prOJect. .

Non—user - Indlcates travel tlme impaect on transit riders whom the
project affects but who do not use the service improvement provided:

by the project. May inelude transit riders on other transit modes as
well as those utilizing the overall specific service in question. For
instance, if a rail prOJect causes 51gmf1cant diversion from a com-
peting bus service, remaining bus patrons could be impacted.. In cases
where a certain portion of the prime mode patrons and one or more
other mode patrons are" 1mpacted the combined impaect is reported.
It should be noted that the impact could be posmve or negative

dependlng upon c1rcumstances. : _ .

vg. The resultant average 1mpact on users and non-users. -

1I1-3



Support Land Use Plans - Indicates the extent to which the project
supports area land use plans.

Promote Joint Develbp. - Indicates the extent to which the project
contributes toward joint development, especially in the sense of
coJutributing toward redevelopment/revitalization of an urban center.

. Transit Dependent :Mobility - The degree to which the project
enhances the mobility of those persons without access to automobiles
and/or with limited incomes.

. Resident Base for NYC/Phila. - The degree to which the project
supports or enhances the status of New Jersey as a residential base
for the employment centers of New York City or Philadelphia.

. Safety - The extent to which the project contributes toward
passenger safety. Projects which result in auto diversion, reduction
of transit mode access distance or an increase in rail miles of travel
versus bus miles are considered to have a positive safety impact on a
statistical basis.

. User Amenities - Amenities such as convenience, comfort, ete. Only
pragject user amenities are considered, i.e., not impacts on other users
of the same service or of other impacted transit modes.

. Environ. Impact - Long term environmental impact of theproject.
Short term "normal" negative impact associated with actual construe-
tion is not considered in that context.

. User Level of Service - Impact of the project on quality or quantity
of |service, e.g., frequency, directness of trip, ete. Only direct
project users are considered under this eategory.

It should be noted that although these impact areas were considered and given
weight in the overall evaluation process, they do not of themselves determine
project ranking. All factors previously discussed and detailed in Appendix C entered
into the ranking process. Naturally if a project's primary purpose is to satisfy one or
more of the impact areas, e.g., produce travel time savings, the level of impaect in
that area(s) would be a significant. consideration in determining the overall effec-
tiveness of the project. ‘
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PROJECT RANKING
MATRICES AND NARRATIVES

BY PRIORITY GROUP
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PRIORITY I PROJECTS
PROJECTS REQUIRED FOR THE CONTINUANCE OF
ESSENTIAL SERVICES AT CURRENT LEVELS OF SERVICE
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L-II

PRLORTY T PROJECTS, FOR THE CONTINUANCE OF

ESSENTTAL SERVICE AT CURRENT LEVELS OF

SERVICE

Project 1978
Cost Cost
Project (Millions) (Millions)
Bus Purchase 138.7 120.7
Raritan Valley-Upgrade, Phase 1 71.2 n.a.
20 MU's for NEC 28.9 > 22.6
4 Cab Cars, Pascack Valley 3.7 2.6
Arrow I & II Rehab. & -Compatabilicy 34.0‘ 27.5
NJCL Equip. Purchase 53.0 ‘ n.a.
RDC Rehab. 1.1 0.9
Newark Subway, Phase II 21.3 15.3
Total Equipwent 351.9

ROW Improvements
Syétemwide Track Rehab. 52.0 38.8
Raritan Valley Upgrade, Phase 11 ' 14.9 10.8

NOTE: N/A = not applicable
n.a = not availlable

Current

Daily

Pass, Trips

255,000

13,400

36,300

6,400
36,300

4,900

72,000

13,400

Remarks

Patronage estimate based on total

.dally passengers carried by operators

receiving buses times the ratio of
new buses to total peak period bus -
requirement.

Patronage from Bay lead through
Elberon, assumes elec. to Long Branch



TAKLE_[(Continued)

PRIORITY I PROJECTS, FOR THE CONTINUANCE OF
ESSENTIAL SERVICES AT CURRENT LEVELS OF SERVICE

8=IT

Project 1978 Current
- - €ost Cost Daily
Project (Millions) (Millions) Pass. Trips
ROW Tmprovements(Continued) 7
Newark Subway, Phase I f' ) ' 15.6 12.9 10,000
NJCL S4g/Comm & Bridge Rehab. 13.0 n.a. 7,900
Total ROW  95.5
ijxediFacilities Improvements
Station Rescoration/Parkiné 18.8 13.9 73,400
Rail Equjp.Malnt,Facilities, Sunnyside 14.0 10.0 N/A
Raii Equip.Repair Shop -
Design & Land Acquisition - _4.0 n.a. N/A
Total Fixed Facilities : 36.5
484,2

Total “A" Ranked Projects 484.2

Remarks



PmJect Cost, All Prlorlty I PrOJects - $484 2 mﬂllon “

Rank A]l pro;ects ranked "A"

All projects w1th1n this prlomty group are considered to be "A" rankmg n :
and are recommended for inclusion in Transpac. Due to their nature, they

have not been ranked against each other on a numerical basis. -All projects -
falling in this priority group must be implemented to maintain existing levels
of service and for those services that have badly deteriorated in recent years,
bring them up to acceptable standards of service.. These projects can.be

divided into three areas of improvements: equipment, right-of-way and fixed -

~ facilities.  Projects dealing with equipment include the rehabilitation of
- existing equipment and the replacement of worn-out rolling stoek with new

equipment. - Projects involving improvements to right-of-way include track and - -

bridge rehabilitation. Improvements to fixed facilities consists of rehabili-
tation of passenger stations and parkmg, storage yards and maintenance
faclhtles. : : v o

‘If these pro;ects are not 1mp1emented in the near future ‘there will be an
abnormally high number of breakdowns of equipment, malfunctioning of signal
and communication systems and further deterioration of tracks which will -
1neV1tab1y lead to a degradation of the present level of service, resulting in
- serious delays and interruptions of service. For example, approx1mate1y 30%
of the State's fleet of 33 Arrow I MU cars have been out of service at any
‘given time. Failure to rehabilitate or replace existing rolling stock and make
- improvements to stations can only result in driving more riders from public
transportation to the private automobile. This will lead to more congestion on
-highways causing an increased demand for new highway construetion and the
encouragement of an inefficient use of increasingly scarce energy resources. -
Added to this would be a negatwe impaet on the State's a]ready serious air
pollutlon problem.

Conversely, if these prOJects are 1mp1emented there will be favorable
1mpacts -on both users and non-users of these services as well as 1mproved
" operations and maintenance capabilities. The first benefit to:be realized is the
preservation and improvement of the substantial capital investment that has

already gone into these transportation facilities. A second benefit is the
enhancement of the safety, comfort and convenience of those now using these
“services. This will tend to prevent further decline in ridership and hopefully,
add new riders attracted by the higher level of service offered. A third
benefit is the potential for considerable savings in energy used and reduction in
- air pollution resulting from less vehicle miles traveled, as additional riders are
diverted from the use of private automobiles. A fourth benefit is the potential

for a reduction in operations and maintenance cost following necessary

_rehablht‘atklon and replacement of rolling stock and the rehabilitation of



deteriorated [tracks, signals, communications, and storage and maintenance
facilities.

Description, status and data sources for each of the individual projects in "
this priority grouping are presented in Appendix A.
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PRIORITY II PROJECTS
PROJECTS REQUIRED TO COMPLETE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT

EFFORTS THAT HAVE BEEN INITIATED
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Total "A" Ranked Projects

TABLE 1T

.PRIORTTY TII PROJECTS

REQUIRED TO COMPLETE CAP1TAL TMPROVEMENT

EFFORTS THAT HAVE BEEN INITIATED

Presently

Current

Project Authorized Datly
Costs Funding Passenger

Projects (Millions) (Millions) Trips
NJCL Electrification to Long Branch

Project, Additional Work 9.1 . 137.5 12,100
M & E Reelectrification Project,

Additional Work 63.0 265.0 37,200

Total 72.1

Priority TI Cumulative

72.1 556.3

Remarks

Coumitted. Patronage based on

all trips from TLong Bramch through
Matawan.

Commitcted.
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~ implementation is already underway. They are the electrification of the North

Jersey Coa

| Lines of the Hoboken va1sxon.

~_ reelectrific
In the case

st Line (NJCL) ahd the reelectrification of the Morris and Essex
In the case of the Morris and Essex
ation, the addltlonal ‘Transpac funding will permit its completion. -
of the NJCL electrification to Long Branch, the Transpac fundmg

- will permlt continuity in the construction program while the remaining

- required fu
- sought, A
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More

nds, approximately $47.4 million, to complete the project are
\Ithough the project falls within  Priority II, full ‘funding for
of electrification to Long Branch is not included within Transpac as
the fmdmgs of ‘a reassessment of NJCL improvement program
ds. The reassessment was completed subsequent to the preliminary
commendations, whrch did include the full completion cost amount
illion. The reassessment indicated that there were $47.4 million
ty I needs north of South Amboy and south of Long Branch than had
ified in the prehrmnary recommendations. However, it was
that to shift that amount from other recommended Transpac
uld- Jeopardxze the effectiveness of the program. It was therefore -
d that the funds be taken from Priority II and the resultmg'_
cost - shortfall be funded outside of Transpac. The preced_mg_ is
the prOJect descrlptlon presented in Appendlx "A", R

two pro;lects will result in beneﬁts for both users and non-users of o
5 They mclude" S

o

preservatlon and 1rnprovement of the substant1a1 capltal 1nvestment .

: Incr ased safety, comfort and converuence for users.

attractmg new rlders by the hlgher level of serv1ce.

[

’ 1P031 ive. envu'onmental and energy xmpact through auto dlverswns to -

lt. : 3 | :

dependable serv1ce and lower operatmg/mamtenance costs due to~
-of-way. lmprovements and the replacement of worn out rollmg
S w1th new equlpment :

ddltlonal beneflt speclflcally resultmg from the completlon of the -

rification prOJect is a reduction in travel time for trips from Long.

New York City. Benefits resulting specifically from the imple-

of reelectmflcatlon of the Hoboken Division's MOI'I‘IS and Essex
B : l . , .



Lines include the following:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Replacement of the exisitng electrical system and supporting
structures that are over 40 years old, well past the recommended
useful life of the equipment.

Replacement of wooden catenary support poles that have also reached
the end of their useful life.

Replacement of 120 cab control cars and 111 trailer ears whose aver-
age age is in excess of 50 years.

A reduction in maintenance costs and an increase in operational reli-
ability due to the replacement of this equipment with new Arrow III
Multiple Unit cars.

Increased passenger capacity to accommodate future growth in
ridership due to the fact that the new MU cars have a seating capacity
of 117 passengers compared to 80 seats on the old cars.

PrOJect detail, status, etc. are presented in Appendix "A".
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PRIORITY III PROJECTS

LOW COST USER ORIENTED PROJECTS
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TABLE Ti1

PRIORITY TIT, LOW COST USER ORIENTED PROJECTS

1985 Cap.Cost
Project 1978 Estimated (1978 $)
Cost Cost Avg.Daily Per 1985
Project (Millions) (Millions) Pass.Trips Daily Trips Rank Remarks
ftoboken Terminal Imp. : 2.0 1.4 16,600 $ 120 1A Rough patronage estimate based on
) Hoboken Div. non-PATH transfer
trips and local origin (non-rail
access) PATH trips. No data avail-
able for other trilp purposes.
Newark Subway, Phase III 4.0 3.0 12,000 $ 250 Y2B Amenities oriented, rather than
) justifiable operational improve-
ment considering patronage level.
1-295 NEC P-n—-R (Station) 3.2 2.4 3,260 $ 736 3C Questions of local acceptance and
. possible modification due to
potential Princeton Jct.Station
area private development needs
resolution. Otherwise would be
of a higher rank.
Bay Head NJCL P-n-R 0.3-0.9 0.2-0.7 240 $833-$2917 4C Project needs development. Also
question of local opposition.
Newark Bus Security 0.5 0.4 n.a. n.a. 5C Project needsidevelopment. Also,
alternative funding should be
explored.
E&ll Vehicles : 9.8 7.2 n.a. n.a 6C Meed requires development. Also

alternative funding sources
should be explored. Was initial-
ly proposed as a FAUS project.



TABLE ITI(Continued)

PRIORITY Iil, LOW COST USER ORIENTED PROJECTS

1985 Cap.Cost
Project 1978 Estimated (1978 $)
_ Cost Cost Avg - Daily Por 19085 :
Project (Millions) (Millions) Pass.Trips Daily Trips Rank Remarks
Geo. Wash. Br. HOV ' 0.2 0.2 n.a. n.a. 7¢ FAUS project
‘ Priority 111 Cumulacive
Toral "A" Ranked Projects 2.0 558.3
Total “B" Ranked Projects 4.0 4.0
Total “C" Ranked Projects 14.3 14.3

Total 20.3 576.6
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ﬂgbgggn Termi gL mg ygmentg-Rank 1A

Prolect Cost $2 O-mllllon

, Basie. Hoboken Termmal rehablhtatlon ‘work is in’ progress under an
Economic Development Administration grant. However, the terminal related
project considered here i.e:, the rehabilitation of the bus depot and provision
of a taxi stand/kiss-and-ride facility, is not prov1ded for under the EDA
grant. . This low cost project, recommended in the final report of the

- "Hoboken Transportatlon Center" study, February, 1977, as one step in the o

" overall xmprovement of Hoboken Terminal and its environs, would relieve
congestion, improve safety and raise level of service through more efficient
.and convenient passenger movement ‘in general and with respect to terminal
mterchanges in particular. An estimate of the speclflc number of users
1mpacted is not presently available. However, it is estimated that local

~ origin PATH trips i.e., daily non-Hoboken Division transfers, will be

' approximately 5,000 round trips in 1985. These would consist of auto, bus,

, taxi and walk access modes. There is also an estimated Hoboken Division

- daily round trip 1985 ridership of approximately 3,300 who would not switch
to PATH and would likewise use one of the precedmg modes. Estimates for
non-PATH/Hoboken D1v131on bus/tax1 rldershlp at the Termmal area is not
available. - : :

The project will 'aISO v.contri_b’uvte;_‘ toward the overall rehabilitation and

improvement effort associated -with the terminal facility, successful

completion of which would have significant urban area revitalization aspects
. as well as' improving commuter transportation. It is therefore ranked first in
- this priority grouping. It should be noted that the successful accomphshment '
of the overall improvements envisioned for Hoboken Terminal and environs, -
both transit and non-transit related, lies in ‘a joint development approach.
That is, all parties with an:interest in the revitalization and improvement of
the area should actively cooperate and pool resources. Appropriate parties
and potential funding sources appear to include: UMTA, FHWA, FAUS,
PATH, EDA, HlStOI‘lc Preservatlon, HUD Green Acres, and NJDOT '

Newark Subway = Phgse III- Rank: 2B

Prolect Cost $4 O-mllhon

ThlS Iast phase of the Newark subway 1mprovement program has been-
ranked as a "B" project since its basic thrust is toward passenger convenience.
Based on a projected 1985 patronage of approximately 12,000 passenger trips

- per day, or an "equivalent" of 6,000 round trip rlders, the installation of high

level platforms and automatic fare collection is not required to- maintain a

- high level of service. Patronages in excess of 15,000 trips per day were

adequately accommodated in past years. It is recommended for inclusion in
Transpac on an as fundmg available basis: after considering successwe "B
_projects in fo]lowmg prlorlty groups as to relatlve beneflt. ' :

It is recogmzed that the proposed USDOT 504 regulatlons, when'-j

’“IIflév -



published, | may have a long-term 1mpact on thls pmJect with respect to
- accessibility requirements for at least "key" statlons. ’ '

"-Rank 3C

Pro ect Cast - $3 Z-mllhon ['
purpose of this ‘faclllty, which would be built to accommodate‘
1,860 vehicles ‘and have capablhty of further expansion, is to relieve severe
parkmg capacity restrictions at Trenton and Princeton Junction stations.
Combined |parking demand &t the two sites is estimated to be 3,360 vehicles
~in 1980 and 4,410 by the year 2000. _Currerit combined capacity is 2,554
spaces. Study results indicate that significant auto ecirculation and access
restrictions currently exist jat the Trenton and Princeton Junction:stations.
- Expansion of parking capacity at either site, coupled with normal growth of
- the surrounding areas, would create unacceptable levels of auto congestion on
the existing roadway network. The park-and-ride is estimated to initially
divert app ox1mate1y 775 autos from the two stations (400 from Princeton
_ d 375 from Trenton). In addition to providing for parking demand,
‘and therefore permitting projected rldershlp growth to oceur,. ‘the prOJect'
- would also prov1de the potent1a1 for economlc growth e.g. small park—and-
- ride. \ : : _
‘ _
: Lo - :
- The preceding dlscussmn would mdlcate that the prOJect should be of
_an "A" ranking. However, there are three factors that need to be resolved -
. “before the prOJect can be implemented. First, the prOJeet's estimated cost is
for the station proper and related facilities only. Parking and access costs,
estimated |at $3.9 million (total facility cost of $7.1 million) have been
~ assumed to be available through Interstate funding. However, funding sources.
‘would have to be confirmed. Second and most important, although Hamilton
Township has expressed support, the City of Trenton has strongly opposed the
project on the basis that 1t would have a serious detrimental impact on the
City. . Although the concern has not been substantiated, it needs to be
resolved in order for the pro;ect to be successfully advanced. . Third, the
Bamberger proposal for the development of ‘the area adjacent to Prmceton
Junction - Station, centered on ‘a conference center, appears closer - to
realization at this time than in the past. Although it would not negate the -
need for the I-295 facxhty, it would have an impaect on size requirement.
Therefore, this issue also needs to be addressed. Based on the preceding
discussion, the project is ranked in the "C" category at this time. It should be
reevaluatd when the precedmg pomts are resolved ;

Bav }mg_&amzam and Ride -Facrlmtv - Rank: ‘4C

Pro]ect ok st - $0.3 - . 9-million

This prOJect is treated mdependently, i.e., mstead of only a part of the
"Major Commuter Rail Statlon Improvements" project proposal since it has
received preliminary - study analysis by the NJDOT Bureau of Highway
Planning. | There is no question that the existing parking area is inadequate.
A field survey conducted in 1977 indicated an estimated overflow of 40-50

i
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- ecars.  This was due in part to the lot's capacity of 25 cars not being achiev-
able due to its poor condition. That particular problem would be addressed as
part of the Priority I project "Station Restoration/Parking". However, the

. need for additional parking capacity is still indicated. Despite the preceding,
" the project .is not recommended for inclusion in Transpac at this time. At a

. community involvement meeting held on June 28, 1977 it was reported that
‘unanimous opposition to the project was voiced. It-does not appear that the
project can be successfully advanced unless community support can be
obtained in the future. There is also a question as to the specific number of
initial spaces required. Magnitude of future growth at the station in the short
term would depend somewhat on the rail operations plan for Bayhead service,
‘whieh is not' yet finalized.. Once the plan is resolved and if local support
could be obtained, the project should be reevaluated. It should also be noted
that the park and ride appears to be ellglble for FAUS as well as UMTA
fundmg

gyggrk Bus._ Transxt Security Bus R_a,dlos - Rank: 5C

Prolect Cost $0.5-million

‘ The "Transit Crime Study", June 1977, NJDOT in cooperation with
SLEPA, which generated the project proposal, recommended that the project

be monitored in order to determine whether. and to what extent crime is = .

reduced and/or patronage increased. This recommendation is valid since it
would be the only realistic way to ascertain whether in fact the concept was
of any real benefit and should be pursued in other areas. Since that facet of
the project has not been developed, the projec¢t is not recommended for
inclusion in Transpac at this time. The question of whether other than UMTA
funding may be available, at least for a pilot program, should also be fully
explored prior to possible reevaluation of the project at a later date.: ‘

Purchase of Vehicles to Meet the ’I‘rénsgort’ation‘ Needs of the Elderly and “
Handicapped - Rank: 6C ' : v

Project Coét - $_9;8-million v

Although the project has a worthy goal, it is not recommended for
inclusion in Transpac at this time. The project was originally conceived as a
FAUS funded effort whereby initiative and distribution of vehicles would
oceur at the local level. This appears to be a more productive approach.
The actual need for the magnitude of vehicles involved (a total of approxi-
mately 420) has not been established. Development of need on a year by year
basis at the local level appears more realistic than commiting a lump sum of

- funds. Also the use of "local" FAUS funds would tend to eliminate purchasing
~ vehicles when need is not demonstrated. Finally, it has not been established
that UMTA (other than 16(b) (2)) or FAUS funds are required to meet vehicle
acquisition needs. Other appropriate funding sources should also be explored.
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High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane, George Washinﬁgton Bridge Approach - Rank: 7C

Project Cost - $0.2-million

This project is not recommended for inclusion in Transpac at this time,

primarily

since it benefits only car pools (extension of existing bus lane).

Also, it is not known at this time whether the project would require the
relocation |of a bus stop, at an estimated additional cost of approximately

$300,000.

Finally, benefits vs. disbenefits do not appear to be clearly

defined, based on available information.




PRIORITY IV PROJECTS
LOW COST OPERATIONS ORIENTED PROJECTS
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PRIORITY

TABLE 1V

Project 1978
Cost Cost
Project (Milldions)
Montclair Connection,
Phase [1 - 7.8 4.8
Exacc Fare Route
Bus Fare Boxes 3.1 2.0
Bus Service Veh. ' 2.0 1.4
Priority 1V
Total "A" Ranked Projects 12.9
Total "B" Ranked Projects 0.0
Total "C" Ranked Projects 0.0

IV, LOW COSYT OPERATIONS ORIENTED PROJECTS

(Millions)-

Total 12.9

NOTE: N/A=not applicable
n.a-not available

Current
Paily
Passenger
Trips

5,040

Cumulacive -

71.

.

1%

4
14

589.

v e o

Rank

1A

2A

3A

Remarks

The project 1is estimated to produce an
annual net saving (taking into account
revenue loss) of at least $131,000

(1978 dollars). Savings are understated
since the bulk of lost riders would

~switch to bus and the project would in

fact induce new ridership, ‘Assuming a

50-yr. project life, present worth of

net operational plus capital investment
savings would be at least $14.36-million.
This figure less present.worth of the
project cost 1s $8.37-million.



Project Co

st - $7. S-mini"en‘ 1 =

Tfus

_ as‘ 1A with

. due to its

~ The projec
- clair, i.e.,
.. This opera

is estimate

1978 dolla
" approximat
station and
would not

prOJect, for the eompletlon of the Montclau‘ connectlon, is ranked
In this priority grouping and recommended for inclusion in Transpac
SIgmflcant operatlonal cost savings and user benefits it produces.
t will permit dlscontmuance of Boonton Line service east of Mont-
all Boonton Line trams would be routed via the Montelair Branch.
tional modlﬁcatlon will result in a significant net cost savings. It
d that net annual operatlonal savings (allowing for revenue loss) in -
rs would be approx1mate1y $131,000. A capital cost saving of

ely 0.5-million dollars (1978 dollars) would also be realized due to

bridge rehablhtatlon on the Boonton Line east of Montelair which
have to be undertaken ~Assuming a prOJect life of 50-years, the -

"present worth of total net savmgs (present worth of 50-year operational net -

- savings, pl

us present worth 6f station/bridge rehabilitation: cost, less present -

: ‘worth of the capital cost of the Montclalr Connection prOJect) is estlmated at‘ -
-8 4-m11110n dollars._ o o S

It s‘ ould be noted that the - estlmated revenue loss ($55 000 in 1978),v

© ‘due to patronage losses from Glen Ridge to Arhngton stations, is overstated
- if looked at from a "tran31t system" basis. That is, most rail riders lost would

- switeh to bus, not auto. Strong competltxve bus service already accounts for -

i ~the minor|patronage at stations east of Montelair. Presently there are

L approx1ma ely 130. all-day eastbound boardmgs at Glen Rldge (most of whom -~
~could ‘switeh to- Montclalr Branch service) and a combined total of =

approximately 170 all-day eastbound boardings from Rowe Street to Arlington
stations (most of whom would switch to bus). It should also be noted that

~estimated peratlonal cost savings were based on. ex1st1ng conditions. It does
not take into account the possible additional savings which would acerue if

~ Services P

 'serve New,

- the operating deficit for the Hoboken Division were computed usmg the Raﬂ

anning Office (RSPO) Standard.
- ’Tﬂhe prOJect has user *as well as operatlonal beneflts. The 1mmed1ate'!.' o
benefit to|the traveling public will be the avallablhty of a new rail route

~providing ¢
“CBD. The

- proximatel
- ship growtl
the advent
permit Boc
Station, N
- project. wil
- that curren
at closer B

o The
- sitates 'the

Boonton Line currently has a large commuter shed but does not
ark. Current. daily round trip ridership west of Montelair is ap-
y 2520 r1ders. Access to the CBD should d1rect1y result in rider-
N over time. Speclflc projections are not- currently available. In
of ‘the Kearny connection, the Monteclair connection would also.
onton Line riders| to transfer to M&E trains for access to Penn -
YC. This would 1also have a positive impaect on ridership. The,,.

1 also have a positive impact on Auto Vehicle Miles Travelled in

sonton Lme statlons.

only true dlsbeneflt assoclated w1th the prOJect 1s that it neces-_ o
relocatlon of approx1mate1y 60 famlhes. :

lirect access from the Boonton Line service area to the Newark -

it Montelair Branch riders who live west of ‘VIontclalr could board’»‘ _ 1 '



Proje'c'tv Cost - $ 3. i-rrﬁllion

- Approxmately 70% of the equ1pment purchased will be’ used to replace
antiquated and obsolete existing fare collection equipment. Continued use of
the equipment would be detrimental both from a security and maintenance
‘standpoint.  The remainder of the purchase will be for the equipping of buses
presently without such devices. Particularly with respect to expansion of
exact fare routes, the project will enhance the safety of both passengers and

- drivers as well as provide greater security for fare monies collected. By
eliminating the necessity of drivers having to handle money to make change,
potential thieves will be discouraged from attempting to hold up buses on

these routes. The new fare equipment also ensures greater security for fare

monies collected in that the money will remain in the exact fare box until it
- is removed for processing at the garage from which the bus is assigned or a'
- central processmg faclhty

In addltlon to the above benefits, the new fare boxes will be de51gned
' to permit electronic data retrieval and display. if such a capability is desn'ed_ ,
at some time in the future. Following from the preceding, the project is
ranked "A" and recommended for' inclusion in Transpac. It is numerically
‘ranked below the Montclair connection only on the baSlS of relatwe order of -
magmtude of dn'ectly measurable beneflts. ‘ | :

_um_ase_oi_us_QQ_enano.nsﬁuooort ‘Leimlei Rank: 3A

Prolect Cost - $2.0-million -

This project, which will replace bus suppor-t‘.ve"hicles purchased prior to.
1960, is ranked "A" and recommended for inclusion in Transpac since its non-
1mp1ementat10n would have a serious detrimental operational impact. It is
numerically ranked below the purchase of fare boxes only due to the
. passenger/driver safety related implications of that project. For practical
- purposes, this project could be considered of equal rank. If the vehicles in
question, including tow trucks, service trucks and vehicles for the trans-
portation of operations and maintenance _super,visory personnel are not pur-
chased there will be a progressive decline in the effectiveness of the oper-
ations and maintenance efforts of the State's subsidized bus operators. As
the existing anthuated fleet of vehicles continues to age and more vehicles
are taken out of service, operations and maintenance personnel will not be
- able to respond promptly to bus breakdowns which will in turn cause sig-
nificant delays and interruptions of  service. This would discourage new
rid'ershi’p and perhaps lead to a decline in current riders. In time, this re- -
duction in maintenance capabilities may- result in a more accelerated deter-
ioration of rolling stock which will again impact the Operatlons -and level of o
service prov1ded by the operators. . v
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PRIORITY V PROJECTS

MODERATE COST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT
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LC-II

Project

Camden Transp. Center.

Kearny Connection

Long-haul Route
Bus Radios
Pascack Valley Double Trk.

Netcong Extension

Meadowlands Transit

Secaucus Transfer

TABLE V

PRIORITY V, MODERATE €O0ST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANMT BENEFIT
1985 Cap.Cost
Project 1978 Estimated (1978 §)
Cost Cost Avg.Daily Per 1985
(Millions) (Millions) Pass.Trips Daily “Trips Rank
19.0 14.8 110,500 $1410 1A
55.0 39.3 19,400 $2026 24
20.0 n.a. n.a. n.a. 3B
32.1 24.9 ) 6,900 $3609 4C
(5,300 N.J.) :
22.0 14.3 : 480 $29792 5¢C
19.4 14.0 - n.a. n.a. 6C
47 .8 35.1 23,400 $1500 7¢C

(19,000 N.J.)

Remarks

Patronage does not iunclude bus
transfers to avoid double count-
ing. Total daily movements, 1.e.,
with transfer, 1s 19,000

Project cost does not include
cost of additional cars which
may be required for ridership
increases. ’

Order of magnltude cost estimate.

Project requires development.

Project is of high cost relative
to apparent benefit. '

Project, as stated, needs
development. Portions of the
project are treated under
related geographic area projects
to a lesser extent. ’

Preliminary study results in-
dicate the project may be of
minimal user benefit and of
system disbenefit. Detailed
analysis required for further
evaluation. Project cost does
not include cost of additional
cars required to accommodate

the substantial number of pro-

jected bus diversions.



TABLE V(Continued)
PRIORITY V, MODERATE COST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT

BENEFTT

8¢~-II

Priority V Cumulacive
Total "A"™ Ranked Projects 74.0 645.2
Total "B" Ranked Projects 20.0 . 24.0
Total "C" Ranked Projects 121.3 135.6
Total 215.3 804.8



67-IT

Transit Mode

TABLE V(Continued)

PRIORITY V TRANSIT GOALS IMPACTS

Travel Time Saving
: - Auto Bus Non-
Project Diver. Diver. User User Avg.
Camden T'ransp.  Positive N/A Positive  Positive Positive
Ceunter
Kearny Moderate  Sinall Moderate Sm. Loss Moderate
Connection
Bus Radio n.a. . N/A Positive N/A N/A
Pascack Valley  n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Double Track
Neteong . na. n.a. Positive N/A N/A
Extension
Meuadowlands n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Transit
Secaucus Small Signif. Small Sin. Loss Sm. Loss
Transfer :

NOTE: N/A = applicable or marginal
n.a. = not available

Support Promote ‘Iransit Resident User
Land Use Joint Dependent  Base For User Environ Level of
Plans Develop.  Mobility NYC/Phila. Safety Amenities  Impact Service
Signif. Signif. Positive Positive Positive  Signif. Positive  Positive
Consistent  N/A N/A Positive Positive  Signif. n.a. Signif.
N/A N/A N/A N/A Positive N/A N/A Positive

. Consistent N/A N/A Positive Positive  Moderate n.a. Moderate
Consistent N/A N/A Positive Positive Moderate Positive Moderate
Consistent  N/A N/A N/A Positive Moderate n.a. Signif.

~ Consistent  N/A N/A Positive Positive ~ Moderate = n.a. Small



: .'-'.Rahké'" 1A

L:P‘roject Co<t $19 0-m1].hon \

V This

project is ranked f1rst in its category based upon the followmg

prlmary con31deratlons. [

~which ‘include:

B o _ o
The hlgh level of its contrlbutlon toward supportmg the Clty of Cam—‘
den's program and plans for the revitalization of the Camden CBD. Its

impaect on support of land use plans and promotmg joint development is -
31gn1f1cant. 5 _ ] ,

‘Need for a facxllty capable of efflclently provxdmg for coordmated

multi-modal transportation services, especially in light of high pro--
Jected ‘Camden CBD oriented travel demand increases due to new

- major - traffic generators associated with the CBD's redevelopment,

e.g., VA Hospital, Cooper Medical Center, Court House Complex,

* County and City 0ff1ces, new housmg, etc., L

The |cumulative posmve 1mpacts of the project's remaining beneflts,
Encouragement of transit usage with attendant auto -

- diversions; provide a more efficient operational base for bus operators;

reduce travel time; better serve the needs of transit dependents;

. reduce trafflc congestlon and; prowde passenger amenities. -

Project cost not prohlbltwe and reasonable with respect to beneflts*

derived. o \’ :

"The project is' well advanced The City of Camden has submitted a

final application to UMTA The project has the full support of all '
concerned partles in the Camden area. ‘

It should be noted that the Camden Transportatlon Center would serve

‘as the com

-event.

proposed Mt. Laurel and/or Glassboro extension.

mon foeal point of the existing PATCO- Lindenwold Line and the
PATCO passenger move-

ments at the Center wouldl be expected to increase significantly in that

‘undergoing

tensions do

However, in that the PATCO extension proposals are currently

alternatives analysxs at the request of UMTA and since the ex-.
not realistically appear: capable of implementation in the short

. _range in anitr case, they were not con51dered in the pro;ect rankmg process.

{

‘Project Cost = $55 O-mllllon

Kearny Connection_ Rank. 2A ,

.~ This
high magni

prOJect was ranked 'second in its category prmclpally due to its
tude of benefit m the areas of travel time savings and level of

- serviece 1mprovement in the form of provision of direct access to midtown
- Manhattan,|.
PATH at Hoboken.

i.e.; Penn Statlon, NYC, as opposed to the present transfer to
Although the project would result in a travel time dis-

I
|
|
[
\
I
I
i
[
!
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benefit to M&E rail riders not utilizing the direct access service and to bus
riders not diverted to the service, on the assumption that frequeney of bus
service would be reduced due to diversions, the disbenefit would be nominal.

_ Preliminary - Trans-Hudson study data indicates that direct access
project users, estimated at 9,700 daily persons, including 1, 200 auto users, in
1985, would average a 10—mmute saving per trlp, saving for an individual user
dependmg upon his specifie final destination in Manhattan. On the basis of a
time value of 6-cents per minute, annual savings to users would be
approx1mate1y 3.2 million dollars.. It should be noted that ‘the estimated
ridership is for the M&E only Boonton Line transfer access was not assumed
for this analysis. : :

It is estimated that 1985 users would include approximately 1,70-0 bus
diversions or approximately a 53% reduction in total corridor NYC bus
ridership (estimated at 3,200 round trips without DRAP). Expected service
~cutbacks would result in an estimated average travel time loss of approx-
. imately 2-minutes per trip for remaining NYC bus riders. ‘However, con-

. sidering the magnitude of the loss and the fact that the M&E corridor is not

. considered "bus terrltory" in any case, the disbenefit is considered marginal.
M&E riders not using the direct access service, estimated at 5,100 round trips
in 1985, are also estimated to experience an average time 1oss of 2-minutes
per trip. - Again, this is not considered significant. Combined annual "non-
user" rail and bus time losses are estimated at 0.4 million dollars in 1985.-
This ylelds a 1985 system net annual savings. of 2.8 million dollars.

The project was ranked below the Camden ’I‘ransportatlon Center for
the followmg reasons:

The Kearny Connection is not as critical a project as such. It provides
a "new" service that substantially raises the system's level of service.
However, the existing level of service is not inadequate. Conversely,
the Camden Transportation Center addresses more immediate needs.
Failure to implement the project would provide a serious obstacle to
- the City‘s realization of -its CBD revitalization program and also lead
to -erosion of transportation ‘level of service as travel demand
increases. The Center also directly eontrlbutes to the 1mprovement of -
mobility for the tran51t dependent. . -

The differential in the magmtude of project costs is substantial, with
the Kearny Connection costing approximately 2.9 times as much as the .

- Center. On a -cost per -daily user basis, the Connection costs
approximat_ely 1.4 times as much. While absolute cost and cost per
rider do not necessarily reflect a project's "worth™ in terms of neces-
sity or benefits derived; they are useful in determining project jus-
tification and priority when looked at while considering those needs
and benefits, as well as budgetary constraints. In that context they
reinforce ranking the Kearny Connection below the Camden Trans-
portation Center. It should also be noted that project cost as stated
does not take into account any additional rolling stock requirements -
that may be needed to handle added patronage due to bus and auto
diversions, estimated at 2,900 round trips in 1985.
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Purchase of 2-Way Rg dios for _Lo’n:g%-.ngi Buses - Rank: 3B

» Prolect C st -$ 20 D-mﬂhonI

_ ' The: Operatlonal and frmge beneflts assocxated w1th the purchase of 2-
way radios and ancillary equ1pment for all long-haul commuter bus routes

. over 20-mliles in ‘the State have been identified. In- brief, they include:

Improvemnt of operatmg procedures in the area of scheduhng flexibility to

' meet variations in demand, ‘more efficient vehicle utilization following from

the preceding; minimize delays due both to traffic conditions/accidents and
~ bus breakdowns and; increase security/safety of riders and the public at large
o through the ablllty to qu1ckly establish contact with emergency, police and
. fire services. In order to develop: criteria and to determine allocation by

~ carrier and the quantity and geographic location of base stations and

L  microwave towers, further study is required and will be undertaken by

-NJDOT, however, the prOJect can be advanced within Transpae's time frame.

- Con31der1A o the need for development the project is ranked as a "B" rather -
~ than an "A" project at this time. It is recommended for inclusion in Transpac

on an as funds available basxs. It should be noted that the project would be
ranked be ow the precedlng prOJects in this prlorlty groupmg, regardless of 1ts

through 1 85, demand for mcreased frequency and capamty on thlS 11ne w1115:
be, cons1drmg both "normal" growth and the impact of the development of:

. the Hackensack Meadowlands. Likewise, potential demand growth con-

~ straints, - emmmg from possible station access and capacity hmltatlons, need
- be explored. It is also- unclear as to the magmtude of impaect on current bus

operators presently serving 'this corridor with respect-to NYC oriented trips.
This infor atlon should be ‘available through a combination of the results of.. .

S ,recomm'e ed for: mclusmn 1n Transpac at thls tlme.
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E-L Electrification - Netcong Extension - Rank: 5C
Project Cost - $22.0-million

This project is ranked low primarily due to the project's high estimated
capital cost (1978 dollars) per daily 1985 passenger trips, estimated at
$29,792 on the basis of 240 round trip riders (480 passenger trips). The
projected patronage is based on "normal" growth only, in that data pertaining
to possible generated ridership due to the improvement is not available.
However, even a 10-fold increase over the 1985 "normal” growth estimate
would still yield a cost per passenger estimate of roughly $3,000. Also, a
portion of any generated ridership would be through diversions from Dover
Station, i.e., existing rail riders, and bus diversions. Finally, one advantage
that has been cited for the extension is that it would provide access to the
Newark CBD via the M&E, thereby stimulating ridership. However,
construction of the Montclair Connection would also provide Newark CBD
access.

The project is not without merit in that it would reduce VMT, raise
level of service, and have the potential for stimulating ridership growth. It
would also provide the stations with direct access to Manhattan if the Kearny
Connection were constructed (without electrification, "transfer" access would -
be possible if the Monteclair Connection were constructed). The question is
whether, based on available data, the benefits derived justify the cost,

. especially relative to other projects.

Based on the preceding, it is recommended that the project not be
included in Transpac at this time. However, if further project development
should indicate that the project has a higher benefit/cost relationship than
presently indicated, it could be reconsidered at that time on a funds available
basis. :

Hackensack Meadowlands Distriet Transit - Rank: 6C

- Project Cost - $19.4-million
The project as stated herein, is not recommended for inclusion in
Transpac at this time. Explanations pertaining to the project's individual
components are presented in the following paragraphs.

Purchase of five rail cars to meet existing needs and to allow for

ject, i.e., "Pascack Valley Improvements - Equipment Purchase”, which calls
for the purchase of 4 cab cars. The purchase is estimated to provide an
adequate spare ratio and satisfy "normal" growth through 1985.

Purchase of 4 cars and 1 locomotive for the Pascack Valley for work
trips to the Meadowlands - This segment of the project was considered
within this priority grouping under the "Pascack Valley Improvements, Double
Tracking and Related Improvements" project. It should be noted that the
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._.Me_adoWland's pro;ect does not mclude the cost of double trackmg, whlch o
“would be required for the operatlon of an additional train set. The cost for
- -double tracking would be approximately 26.6-million- dollars. As in the case -
“of the "Double Track" project this segment of the "Meadowlands" prOJect is -
‘recommended for deferral until results of the Mam/Bergen/Pascack Valley '
: Corrldor Study are avarlable 1 L o : o . _ .

‘Purc'hase of 3 cars and 1 locomotlve for Hoboken to the Meadowlands':
-travel, i.e., reverse commute, and 3 cars and ‘1 locomotive for Meadowlands

 to_ Hoboken (NYC) demand - The project  segment, as stated, is not.,fi. AR

recommended for inclusion in Transpae at this time for the reason stated for
the. precedmg prOJect element. However, once an operatmg plan is for-
 mulated, it may be possible to handle the described services with a shuttle
~ service. In
' "capltal" in provement. B

Pur hase of 20 tran81t buses for serVice 1nto,v out of, and m'th'l'n'the

that ‘sense, the prOJect would be more of an operatlonal than a."-

Meadowlan]ds Distriet - Projects for the acquisition of buses in addition to :

 those '_ with‘n:- the-‘- basm Transpac bus purchase program (PANYNJ and non-

fdeferred u*t11 results of the "Transportatlon Eff1c1ency and Effectlveness""f‘ '
tudy are avallable. k One of the conclusmns of thls study may be-:- :

fleet.

'_'lence a sh'ht tlme loss. The aggregate result is that ona system basis the’

hrmnary results of the "Trans—Hudson Rail Oper- e
et AnalySIS" techmcal study (IT-09-0037/69)‘" R

B prOJect is jprojected to- produce a small negative e travel time savings. This =

" result does not include’ travel time disbenefit to Northeast Corridor riders, -

‘that woul»be expected to. be in the’ range of 2- 3»mmutes per tr1p for those o ‘ o

trams exprlencmg the add1tlonal statlon stop

W1t11 respect to bus rldershlp, the proJect is. estlmated to derwe ap—'

| ‘prox1mate]y 83% ‘of its users from bus: diversions, approximately 9,470 round i

o trips per-day.. This would reduce corridor NYC bus ridership by approx1mately,f '

5 - 22%. The expected bus service reduetion accounts for the projected travel B

time. 'IoSs t‘or remammg rlde The 31gn1f1cant I'ldeI‘Shlp loss, accompamed
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by revenue loss and antlclpated ‘service cutbacks, would also- adversely .

‘impact- the bus. companies serving the corridor, along with their ‘employees. '

- The impact would be most significant in the case of those long haul operators L
- that are st1]l ina solvent condltlon.v o

' The stated prOJect cost of $47 8 m1111on is based on prehmmary esti-

mates only. Also the project as stated herein does not take into consideration

requirements for additional rolling stoek to accommodate. the projected added o
- daily- rldershlp of approx1mately 10,680 persons (bus plus auto dlversmns) in -
~1985.. - . , , _ :

o Based on the precedmg, the Secaucus Transfer pro;ect is not Trecom-
- mended for inclusion in Transpac at this time. Prehmmary analySIS indicates -

that disbenefits far outwelgh ‘the minimal time savings to users. However, - )
the "Trans-Hudson = Rail’ Operatlons Planning and Market Analysis" study =

includes the project within the scope of its alternatlves analysis. The study is
scheduled for completion in the spring of 1979. The project should be
reexammed at that tlme to determme whether in fact it has merit. .~
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PRIORITY VI PROJECTS

HIGH COST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT
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LE-IT.

Project

NJCL Lakewood Ext.

PATCO W. Berlin Ext.%

PATCO Atco Ext.

Major Commuter Rail
Station Improvements

Bayoune L.R.T.

Secaucus Conn.

PRIORITY VI, HIGH COST

TABLE VI

PROJECTS OF SIGNIFTICANT BENEFIT

1985 Cap.Cost

Project 1978 . Estimated (1978 $)

Cost ) Cost Avg.Daily Per 1985
(Millions) (Millions) Pass.Trips Daily Trips Rank
84.2 57.8 12,300 § 4,699 18
96.4 58.7 7,600 $ 7,724 2¢
193.4 ll7.7 9,600 $ 12,260 3c
n.a n.a. 73,400 n.a. 4C
83.8 58.4 22,500 $ 2,596 4C
156.0 104.5 31,200 $ 3,349 5¢C

(25,300 NIJ)

#Cost not included in the total for "C" ranked projects to avoid double counting.

Cost of the West Berlin extension included in the Atco extension.
Plan included in the sum of the Mc.

Cost of Core

Laurel and Glasshoro extensions.

Remarks

Final operational considerations
are not as yet firm. Raill
operations plan required.

Capital/operational costs need
updating. Patronage needs update.
Connector highway implication
needs .to be addressed.

Same as for W. Berlin Extension.

Project needs development.

Project, as currently defined, has
numerous drawbacks. Requires
further development to determine
if redefinition will dmprove the
concept.

Preliminary study results indicate
low return on Investment and pos-
sible significant disbenefits.
Results of detailed analysis
required. Project cost does not
include cost of cars required for
electric/non-electric operation,
in sufficient quantity to accom-
modate significant projected bus
diversions.



PRIORITY VI,

HIGH COST

PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT

1985 Cap.Cost

Project 1978 Estimated (1978 §)
Cost Cost . Avg .Daily Per 1985
B Project (Millions) (Millions) Pass.Trips Daily Trips Rank Remarks
PATCO CORE PLAN# 349 .3 212.4 17,000 $ 12,494 6C Alternatives analysis study in
PATCO Mt. Laurel Ext. 572.8 333.3 33,000 $ 10,100 7C progress. Need results prior
PATCO Glassboro Ext. 665.2 387.0 36,390 $ 10,635 8C to possible further advancement

Total "“A" Ranked Projects
Total "B" Ranked Projects
“Total "C" Ranked Projects

8E~-IT

Prioritcy VI

Cumulative

0.0
84.2
1671.2+

- 17554+

645.
108.

2
2

1806.6+

2560.

2+

#Cost not included 1in the total for "C" ranked projecté te avold double counting.

Cost of the West Berlin exteansion included in the Atce extension.

Pilan included 1n the sum

of the Mc.

Cost of Core

Laurel and Glassboro extensions.

to the projects as stated or in
the form of an alternative.
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‘I‘ranéit Mod,é

‘Table VI (Continued)

PRIORITY VI TRANSIT GOALS IMPACTS

Ext.

PATCO -

- Ext.

~Plan

n.a.

not available -

SRR Tl'avel Time - . Saving
~Auto Bus o Non-. c
Projeet Diver. * - Diver. User User . Avg. -
NJ(:I, 'I.‘,'qkewood Mod. fIVlod_. ) l‘V,l‘o'd. ) 'N)A  Mod.
\TCO - Positive  n.a. Positive n.a. “n.a.
W. Berlin Ext. R S
PATCO Atco Positive: n.a.. Positive  n.a.- ©n.a.
"_'».Majorrrsm, Imp. . P_osit:iv:e ‘na. 7 N, N/A - " N/A
Bayonne L.R.T. Low Signif.  Mod.. n.a. na.
* Sccaueus.Conn. Low - Signif.  Small Sm. Loss  Small
PATCO Core -~ Positive . n.a. Positive  n.a. na. .
Vl’A"l‘C() Mt. Positive - n.a. " Positive  n.a. na. -
Laurel Ext. : : : .
PATCO Glass- ~ Positive . n.a. Positive n.a. n.a.
,boljo Lxt. - : o
Notes N/A = not applicable or marginal -

" Promote

Resident ‘

Positive

Support Transit R - User
Land Use Joint Dépendent  Buse For . User " Eaviron Level of
Plaps - -Develop. _Mobility .~ NYC/Phila. Safety Ameénities  Impact - Service
Coﬁnsiste}nt N/A - N/A ' Positive Posilivc‘v 'Signi'f.' Positive. - Signif.
‘Consistent bN/A Positive Positive -Positive ~ Mod. . Positive lVlodérate, ._
Consiste_nt' N/A Positive Positive - Positive -~ Mod. . Positive Moderate
.Cdiisislen; fi.a. N/A Positive Positive Mod. h  n.a. . Moderate
Consistent - N/A N/A . N/A Positive Signif. n.a.- Moderate
'Con‘sisvte'nvt B N/A N/A Positive: Positive. Mod, ‘n.a. - Moderate
Consistent  Pos. _ Positive . Positive . Positive  Signif. Positive Signif.
~.Consistent  Pos.’ Positive Positive - - liositive Signif. - 'Po,s}itiy‘e “Signif.

" Consistent Pos: Positive Positive Signif. Positive Siéiﬁf. ‘



NJCL Lakewood Extension - Rank: 1B

- Project Co

st - $84.2~-million

An
rolling stoc
presented
Commuter
nical study
senger trip
The projec
station acg
area and ge
to the rap
Counties, t
diversions
with 1985
service it
design spet
Lakewood
passenger
rail, the L
coastal ser
than conti
isolating in
it at least
more than
have at lea

Alth
siderable n
high capits
since exist
provide an
at as high
extension.
if funds a
groupings.
without fu
its relative

~ projects in

It s
officials a
merits of
future cons

electrified Lakewood Extension, including electrification and
ek, is ranked first within this priority grouping based upon results
in the draft final report of the "Improvement and Extension of
Transportation Services in Monmouth and Ocean Counties" tech-
, July 1978. The service is estimated to handle 12,300 daily pas-
s in 1985 with roughly 3,600 or more of these due to auto diversion.
t is projected to reduce VMT due both to diversions and shorter
ress trips for current rail riders who reside in the inland service
enerally commute to the more northerly non-coastal stations. Due
id growth projected for southern Monmouth and northern Ocean
he new service is not expected to cause either coastal rail or bus
in the sense that these services are projected to continue to grow,
patronages above current levels (in the case of the coastal rail
was assumed that the line would be upgraded to 60 miles per hour
2d, this work is in progress). By the year 2000, patronage on the
service is projected to grow to approximately 18,850 daily
trips. The report indicates that on a system basis, i.e., bus plus
akewood extension "system" including improvement of the existing
vice as noted above, would produce a lower overall 1985 deficit
nuance of present services. Unfortunately, diserete information
npact of the extension itself is not currently available. However,
appears reasonable to assume that the extension would not have
a slight negative impact on deficit at worst and actually should
st a'small positive impact at best.

ough an electrified Lakewood Extension appears to have con-
ierit, it was ranked as a "B" level project primarily on the basis of
1 cost per passenger trip (approximately $4,700 per daily trip) and
ing transit services in the overall corridor can satisfy demand and
adequate level of service, at least in the short term, although not
a level of service and as efficiently as in combination with the
At this time the project is reecommended for inelusion in Transpac
re available after considering "B" projects in preceding priority
However, it appears that the extension can not be accommodated
nds in addition to Transpac regardless of "A" vs "B" ranking due to -
1y high cost and limited funds available after incorporation of "A"
preceding priority groupings.

hould be noted that the Department, at the request of local
nd. citizens in Monmouth and Ocean Counties, will reexamine the
instituting diesel service to various potential inland points, for
sideration.
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0 - Rank. 2c and SC respectwely

Prolect Cost $96 4-m11110n and $193 4-m1111on respectlvely |

X Nezther the extensmn to West Berhn nor the further extensmn to Atco ;
'can be recommended for inclusion in Transpac at this time. First, successof -

a West Berlin Station is predlcated on the construction of a eross-county

connector highway which would serve- the station from U.S. 30, or beyond, on -
~ the south and N.J. Route 73, or beyond, on- the north and east. Present access

to the proposed station site is inadequate. A determination would have to be - :

- made of whether the road project could be initiated early enough to permit -
 either of the extensions to fall within the program time frame; whether funds.

could be obtained for the connector and whether it would be cost justified on
its own, or if not, whether the extension prOJect(s) would still be considered
‘viable. - Second, preliminary information indicates that factors influencing
~both project cost and anticipated patronages may have come into play

subsequent to completion of the DRPA technical study that included analysis =
 of these extensions, final report dated December, 1975. This aspect would.
have -to be investigated: prior to programmmg Thlrd, it appears that = .
regardless of rank within this prlorlty grouping, funds in addition to Transpac -

would be requ1red due to magmtude of cost, based on avallable data. '

Malor Commuter Rall Statxonlmpmy_ements_‘ Rank 4C

o Prolect Cos SR Undetermmed

The pro;ect would be statew1de 1n scope, although every statlon would . |

’not necessarlly be included or receive the same level of treatment. The cost -

element which puts the project in the hxgh cost. category is the provision of

- high level platforms, including canopies and ramps, along with attendant
' gantlet tracks and signal modifications as necessary. The operationally:
oriented funection of high level platforms is to reduce station dwell time

. where heavy per train loadings oceur, espemally when hlgh frequency service ‘_ :

- is operated, ie., to maintain desired headways. From an operations standpoint
~ this is not a current factor for New: Jersey stations with low level platforms.

Therefore benefit derived would fall into the area of passenger convenience |

- and a potential small time savings: if in fact dwell time could be somewhat
reduced. However, it is. recogmzed that Section 504 regulatlons, when
published, will have a long term impact with respect to provisions requ1r1ng

~“full accessiblity at "key" stations. This issue will have to be addressed in

_ terms of how and to what extent it will dietate an overall major 1mprovement“ :
- program,. 1nclud1ng empha31s on accessxblhty vs. other types of - maJor statlon
o work - v : e

Due to the need for further development, ‘the pro;ect is not R

’ recommended for 1nclu31on in Transpac at thlS tlme.

e



. Bayonne Light Ra

- .experience
‘ ,convenie‘nc

- “benefit to

P_roject Co

S Bene
"~ ‘West 8th St
- 1985 round
of time sa
final repor
from 14-m
Avenue B

lflla st Rank SC

5t - $83 S-mxlhon ’ '

o fits. derlved from the project, extendmg from Journal Square to

reet, consist of a travel time saving. for the estimated 11,250 daily

trlp passengers. and a substantial increase in amenities. Examples

vings, over bus service to Journal Square, presented in the draft

t of the "Transit Service - Bayonne to Jersey City" study, range

nutes with a Broadway and 53rd Street origin to 2-minutes with an .
and 53rd Street Orlgm. The report states that for trips between

Bayonne and Journal Square, 31% of the population of the study area would -

worse for
~.centralized,
service. ‘Fg

groups are
these grouf
alignment,
_users, an €
order to g

‘improved trans1t service. However, service would be equal in
e compared to ex1st1ng bus service for 60% of the population and
the remaining 9% of the population. ~ This is due to the non-
, with- respect to the Bayonne peninsula, ahgnment of the light rail
r the same reason the service does not appear to be of measurable
the- elderly, poor or car-less. Populat1on concentrations of these -
remote from the line. Also the service does not appear to serve
DS, especially the elderly, too well as to destinations.: Again due to
although 83% of ;the‘ rail trips would be comprised of existing bus
xtensive feeder service would be required to serve the rail line in
enerate the projected patronage and substantial additional non- .

- feeder serviee maintained to provide bus—only service. The result is that a
" “bus subsidy deficit increase of $655,000 is projected in: terms of 1975 dollars.
The study report indicates an overall system, bus and rail, deficit increase of
$430,000. |This assumes a rail service net profit of $225,000, based on 1974
TNJ Newark Subway operatlng cost experience. Based on more current, 1977,
‘financial data-it appears that thlS ‘may be overly optlrmstlc. ' .
; _ : |
sxdemng that the. project is not’ crltlcal in nature 1e., exxstmg_-
ervice already exists, evidenced in part by the fact that ridership is -
estimated fto be comprised of approx1mately 94.5% of existing transit riders, -
. and the pr cedmg d1scuss1on, it is not recommended for inclusion in Transpac
‘at this time. It is not necessarily. unacceptable for an improvement project to
result ‘in increased subsidy. | However, it is acceptable only if within reason -
~and if - benefits are- s1gn1f1cant1y increased, normally in terms of added
”patronage and/or Just1f1able existing ridership level of service inerease. In
“this instance, 69% of service area population either receive no txme—savmgs
~benefit or |acrue disbenefit from the project over existing conditions. It is
recommen ed that alternative proposals or. modifications: to the current
proposal,’ .g. alignment, be explored- in order to arrive at a more cost
effectlve nd overall benef1c1a1 Bayonne-Jersey Clty 1mprovement. :

" Conk
-adequate s

- Rank: 6C

Pro'ect Co t $156 O-mllhon £

. Pre umnary results from the Trans-Hudson Rail Operatlons Planning
and Market Analysis Study indicate that: Average time saving for the ap-
proximately 15,600 round trlp users (1985) of 4-minutes per trip; average time

- loss for the approximately 41,000 impacted non-users (bus plus rail) of -

approximately -one-half minute per trip; 78 percent of users from bus
diversion with a correspondmg drop of 28% in total NYC bound bus corridor
: rldershlp nd; estlmated 1985 auto diversions of 940 per day. Based on the

II- 42




hlgh prOJect cost low relatlve user beneflt and non-user dlsbeneflts, and the -
' severe financial implications for presently solvent bus operations in the
corridor and. correspondmg impaet on . ‘employees regardless ‘of solveney
- consideration, the project is not recommended for inclusion in. ’I‘ranspac at -

this time. It should be reevaluated when detailed analysis data is available -

from the Trans-Hudson study, scheduled for- completion in the Sprmg of 1979.
It 'should be noted that the project, regardless of rank within this priority
~ group, does not appear capable of being accommodated -within Transpac due
to its high cost. = Funding beyond Transpac would be required. It should be
further noted that the stated project cost does not include the purchase of
rolling - stock, capable of electric/non-electric operations, in sufficient
quantity to handle the projected patronage. Preliminary order of magnitude
“estimates indicate that the purchase of 125 GTE's would cost approximately
~ $243-million.  Also not included are modifications to tracks, signals and

traction power system on the Corridor, and at Penn Station, NYC in order to

expand peak hour capacity to 26 trains. These improvements are contained in
the Kearny Connection prOJect smce plans have 1ndlcated that it would be
.. constructed flrst. , : '

P'E

Rank. 7C, 8C, 9C respectlvely

Project Cost - $349. 3—m11110n, $572 8—m1]llon, and $665 2—m1]110n respectively

Ne-lther‘.the PATCO Core Plan nor ‘the Mt. Laurel ,and/or Glassboro
extensions can be recommended for inclusion in Transpac at this time. The
- Delaware River Port Authority (DRPA) is currently -engaged in an UMTA
- funded alternatives analysis study to determine specifically what form the
- expansion of transit services should take. - No realistic judgement can there-
fore be made conecerning project programming until the results of the alter-
natives analysis are known. The study is scheduled for completion in ap-
proximately 2-years. As currently stated, one or more of the projects can not
be reahsucally accommodated within Transpac regardless of rank within this
priority grouping due to the magnitude of cost mvolved Fundmg in addition
to Transpac's ceiling would be requn'ed
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| o CHAPTER m - | |
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE TRANSPAC PROGRAM R

qubhc Input on the Prehmmary Transpac Recommendatlons

The prehmmary Transpac recommendatlons were subJect to the scrutmy of s

“the publie, planning organizations and elected officials. Numerous comments and. -~
suggestions were received. The maJor1ty were of a positive nature. With regard to:

~-the eriteria and methodology ‘used in the project evaluation and. rankmg process, no .
criticism was" received - and a number of respondents explicitly supported. the
approach. With very few exceptions, negative comments pertained to what was' not _
~ included in the program rather than the projects that were recommended. - That is,
. Transpac did not accomplish enough for the particular geographical area of mterest
to the respondent. The suggested remedy was generally to do less elsewhere in the
State. We concur that Transpae does not satlsfy even the State's short-range transit

flmprovement needs. The recognltlon of this fact is apparent in the State's current

attempt to use- transportatlon bonds, discussed" later in the chapter, to provide =
‘additional short term funding. 'However, regardmg Transpac itself, prOJect selection
- must be made on an objective - statewide basis, not from ‘a reg10na1/local
- persepective. Project selection must bas1ca11y be a functlon of relatlve immediacy

of need and public benefits vs. cost.  This is not meant to imply that additional

- projects: that were suggested did not have value. On the contrary practically all
were- meritorious and are bemg ‘considered beyond Transpac. For example, the
- proposed transportatlon bond- issue ‘includes a number of projects suggested by the .

. publie, such as: -bus shelters, bus .and ra11 park-and-ride facilities; bus stop signs; -
transit' marketing program; -and- Jomt development ‘urban initiative projects.

- Likewise, the initiation of suggested major projects such as the Kearny -Connection
and PATCO expansxon are included in the State's 7-year Capital Program. Other

recommended major projects are being. conSIdered for - future 1mplementatlon, Lo

sub]ect to relatwe prlomtles and. fundmg levels

One frequently expressed comment was the need for mcreased bus serv1ce,'-'
especlally of a local nature, in lightly populated areas. It will therefore be discussed

in -.some" detail here. It was suggested that the bus purchase provide for fleet |

expansion instead of only replacement. In order to receive UMTA funds to expand :
the bus fleet it would be necessary. to spec1flcally justify why the expansion is -

- needed.. Such ]ustlflcatlon would normally be in .the form of a presentation : of results .~

or -an in—depth, service area specific,: study. - At present, there is no tangible
evidence to indicate the need for a statewide fleet expansion. An attempt to
purchase additional buses as part of the statewide package would delay the

_immediate objective of fully modernizing the existing fleet. It should be noted that. ==

~more buses will actually be acquired than will be replaced, since replacement is to
‘be on' a seat—for—seat rather than a bus for bus basis.  New transit buses generally

have 47 seats as opposed to 53 seats in the buses to be replaced. In addition, the - .

exact placement ‘of the buses is subject to change, as the public transportation needs
of the State change. We are not "ocked" into an allocation based on current

identified needs. - Along that line, one of the conclusions of the Transportatlon, o
Efflclency and Effectiveness study, scheduled for completion this winter, may be - -

- that service can be provided with little or no additions through route rationalizations
and- sh1fts in the ex1st1ng fleet. ThlS is-an 1mportant cons1derat10n smce an: expandedi L

1



" fleet implies that operatmg cost, andfth'erefOre ysubs_idi‘es, ‘will. increlas'ef,in direct
proportlon to the 1ncrease. S O T e e T L o

SR One other s‘ggested pro;ect that requlres 1nd1v1dual dlscussmn, in that it
unpacts several regions, is the purchase of dual-mode locomotives. - This equlpment :

' -~ would be ‘capable o operating on diesel power. ‘and electrical power. The purpose of : o
- acquiring this type |of ‘lequipment would be to permit direct access to Penn Station,

= ~ NYC from non—ele trified rail hnes._ Diesel powered locomotives are not permitted -

- in tunnels‘in :Manhattan. - Candidate! rail lines would include the Hoboken Division

- diesel service lines| (construction of the Secaucus Connection required), the Raritan

‘ - determination of t

| . Valley Line and the North Jersey Coast Line (Bay Head diesel service). However, =
" there are a number of issues that need to be resolved: before the proposal canbe - -
- given- future ‘eons deration. - Flrst, it would be necessary to 'determine the

. technological aspects of the equxpment with respect ‘to. cost of production and -

- maintenance, reli -blhty,_ performance ‘characteristics and- compatablhty ‘with

- - existing equlpment in g "mixed" serv1ce.. Second, a determ1nat1on of added cost due

" to rehabilitation and related work: in: the tunnel and its: v1c1mty is- requ1red ‘Third, -
~ depending on the number: ‘of added peak-hour trains arriving ‘at Penn Station, a

- would have to be m de. Fourth, the expressed opinion of FRA that add1t10nal traffic :
“to NYC would requi e construc'uon of 'a new high level bridge over the Hackensack =

" River must be reso

i _;;non—electrlﬁed must be resolved. l j E

S .Transpac Program Recommendatlons R

e extent of requlred capital 1mprovements to increase capacity B

ved, - Flfth and perhaps most important; the entire question of "

how. future NYC slots are to be allocated among all possrble 11nes, electrlfxed and;,'.

e Based on: the aggregate of _1nputs recelved we are: confldent that the. o
. -approach.. ‘used to| evaluate and rlank projects and the resultlng prellmmary S
- recommendations were acceptable to the majority of the public in light of ‘the -
~ funding constraints involved. Therefore, the same evaluation® -approach was used

- herein. to arrive at|the recommended Transpac program.. There is some. difference

- from the preliminary- recommendatxons, ‘but the changes followed from the =
- evaluation process rather than arbltrary methods. The followmg sectlon presents'“

: the results of that process. -

Once prolec s were ranked w1 thm pl‘lOI'lty groups, the last step m arr1v1ng at.f- o

o recommended: Transpac’ program was to examine the results m v1ew of fundmg. B

.'lconstralnts and perv orm any fme tunmg that was requlred., L T

" million." Since these

PrOJects co"tamed w1th1n Pri'lorlty Groups 1 and- II (those essent1al for

- mamtenance of ‘service and to complete initiated prOJects) accounted for $556.3 -

.

two groups are conSIdered to have absolute priority, all projects |

~. are recommended for Transpac mclusmn, leaving a total of $43.7 mllllon avallablef'r" N

- _..‘A":_b.for pro]ects 1n followmg prlorlty groups. S

W1th1n Prlorlty Groups I and l'V (low cost user orlented and low cost |

: ’“_"'operatlons or1entedb there were a total of four "A" ranked pro;ects, i.e., Hobokenv»— g

"’,_:‘Termlnal Improvements, Montelair Connectlon —~ Phase I, Exact Fare Route Bus =~

- Fare Boxes and Bus|Service: Vehlcles. i The total cost of these pro;ects was est1mated e

f".‘,jat:'$’14.9':‘ million..  All projects- are: recommended for Transpac mclus1on, reduclng' o T
- remaining :avail,able funds to- $28 8 mll.hon. Sl g R 3
Bt
|

oIz




The only remaining "A" ranked pro;eets fell in Priority group.V (moderate
cost Projects). The Camden Transportation Center ($19.0 million) was ranked first
and the Kearny Connection ($55.0' million) second. The Camden Center is
recommended for. Transpac inclusion. Although the Kearny Connection's evaluation
indicated that it was a meritorious project, it can not be recommended for Transpac -
. at this time due to funding constraints. Inclusion of the Camden ’I‘ransportatlonr

Center reduces total avallable funds to $9.8 million. :

The only "B" ranked prOJect that could be included within the remammg o

available funds would be Phase III of the Newark Subway Modernization ($4~million).
The project (basieally high level platforms) was ranked "B" on the basis of its being
-amenities oriented rather than being required to provide a high level of service. It
was recommended for Transpac inclusion if funds were available and after
considering "B" projects in subsequent priority groups as to relative merit. It should
be noted that the project falls into the same category of improvement as the "Major
Commuter Rail Stations Improvements" (Priority VI). Likewise, Section 504
regulations, when published, will have the same general impact with respect to full
accessibility at "key" stations. Therefore, it appears that Section 504 issues for both -
_commuter rail and the Newark subway need to be resolved within the context of a
statewide system rather than on a mutually exclusive basis. In particular, the level"
of effort requ1red and potential funding sources need to be determmed.

Con51der1ng the precedmg, it was determmed that the remammg $9. 8—m11110n
should be used for options other than Phase HI of the Newark Subway. A policy
- decision was made by the Department to reserve $6.0—million for preliminary
engineering and design associated with development of Port Authority Transit
Corpor'atlon (PATCO) rapid rail line extensions. PATCO projects evaluated were not
included in the recommended program due to their stage of development and funding
constraints. However, it was determined by the Department that although
construction of the selected alternative would be funded outside of Transpae, it is
necessary to initiate engmeermg/demgn within the Transpac time frame to ensure
- timely project advancement. This is particularly important with respect to avoiding
high project cost escalation through inflation.

With regard to the remaining $3.8—million available, a Departmental decision

was made to hold the amount in reserve as a partial contingency against the

potent1al impaect of Section 504, as it will relate to bus accessibility. At this time it
-is not known whether the extent to which the buses to be purchased will have to be
wheelchair accessible. As mentioned in the bus purchase project description. -
‘(Appendix "A"), the estimated project cost does not ineclude wheelchair lifts. The
incorporation of a lift would increase the unit cost of a bus by at least an estlmated-
$10 000, based on recent prlce information.

‘Table VI presents. the ‘recommended Transpaec program, with pI'OJeCtS
arranged in final priority order (high to low), except for Priorities I and II in which
ranking does not apply. Priority I projects are shown grouped according to type of
project, e.g. rolling stock purchases or rehabilitations, with total cost likewise
aggregated by type project, for clarity. ‘Project by project costs may be found in
Table I. It is believed that these recommendations represent the most viable,
realistic and beneficial projects that could be selected given the pool of quantifiable
projects - available for consideration.. It can be seen that the bulk: of the
recommended program lies within the area of "necessities" related to - existing
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- TABLE VII

RECOMMENDED TRANSPAC PROGRAM

|
R

»Pzietity'iv&

scription .

'II Prqjecte

Purchase 1100 Air
(replaces buses oV
of Jan. 1980)

- Newark Subway MOd
station rehabilit
right-of-=way impr
Raritan Valley Eq
- Upgrade (includes
station restorati
from Raritan to N

‘3Station Restoratio

* Other Rall Fleet

i
1
I
l
-
Condltloned Buses
er l2-years old as

. I

rlzatlon (lncludes,"

tion, new cars and

vements) 1
i

SR T
ipment and Righ;*cf—Way
new cars and loeomotives,
n and ROW .improvements

wark)

|
- o Y
n and Parking $~
|

mprovements

- (includes modlflcétlon and rehabllltatlon

of Arrow I.and II

cars,

20 addltlonal Arrow

III's, NJCL equipment: purchase, RDC fleet
4 cab cars for!the Pascack -

rehabilitation and
Valley Line)

FSystemwide Track R
NJICL sSig/Comm. .and

"Railroad Equipment
at ‘Sunnyside

Major Railroad Equ
Design and Land Ac

‘Addltlonal Work on
. pro;ect

Additibnal work ‘on
‘fSubtotal‘Pri

*Includes.cost esa

ehabilitation
B

Brldge Rehabllltatlon

Malntenance FaCllltleS

{
\
|

1pment Repalr Shop -

quisition - !

e co ] .
NJCL Electrifieation»

Erie Lackawanna Reelectrifi-

brity I and II ﬁrojects

alatlon based on further
proyect development ‘commencing 1n 1979.

ITI-4

Prellmlnary Cost Estlmate*

$em11110ns)

138.7

136.9

86.1

18.8

120.7

52.0

1.13.0

14.0

4.0

9.1

1 63.0

" 556.3



“TABLE an(c':'o'r'xti’naéd)f. !

o : Prellmmary Cost Est1mate*
PrOJect Descmpnon o [ o ($ mllhons)

: Pmomty m-vI- PrOjeCtS

Hob‘oken' Termmal Improvements SO o S 20

: Montclalr Connectlon (Dlrect Ra11 - 1.8
Access to Newark, Boonton Lme) o ' :

”Bus Exact - Fare Boxes DR . 3
:'Bus Serv1ce Vehlcles »"' ‘, “ ‘_  : - ; o 2.0 R
Camden Transportatlon Center o ;‘:v ‘19_;07‘ ”
"PATCO Extensmn, Prehmmary Engr /De51gn . 6.0
Bus Wheelchalr Access1b111ty Contmgency - | ';-_3.8'(‘ -

| Sub Total Prlorlty II VI Pro;ects : 43,.,7: n

Total Program Cost L o  sz - 6000 -

*Includes cost.. excalatlon based on further prOJect _
development commencmg in 1979. U e



; .

- services rather th in the area of new - start or expansmn type pro;ects. Prlorlty I

B projects in aggregate account for $484.3 million or approximately 81 percent of the

* insure the New-

program. ~ All projects in this group fall into the categories of rolling stock
purchase/rehabilitation and statlon/ROW improvements. - “Priority II. projects
(Reelectrification' of the Morris and Essex- lines of the Hoboken Division and
- Electrification of the North Jersey Coast Line to Long Branch) correspondingly
~ aceount for $72.1 million or approxmately 12 percent of the program. It should be

' noted that the Morris and Essex Reelectrification project, including the purchase of =

new- rollmg stock, would be conSIdered a Priority I prOJect, if it were not already in
© progress, since the eelectrification and ear purchase is required for maintenance of
- level of service. 'Priorities I and II, combined, comprise ‘approximately 93 percent of
- the program, an in estment of $556 3 million. In the aggregate, the projects will
lersey Commuter of; modern, . reliable, - air—conditioned - buses

) ~ throughout the State; reliable, attractlve and air—conditioned rail cars (operatmg on

~ - of ‘the utmost

.~ improved right-of-way where requ1red) and; attractive and serviceable stations -
- currently owned by New Jersey.v By defmltlon, ‘these projects were considered to be -
importance in preserving  and enhancing . the State's public
- transportation system and therefore ‘are recommended-as prOJects which must of
‘necessity be included in Transpac. | The remaining 7 percent, $43.7 million, of
~ projeets from prior ty groups 1I through VI and the contingency for bus wheelchair
accessibility further the development of the State's public transportation system
. beyond current lev ls of serv1ee for the tranSIt user- and prov1de for operatlonal .
1mprovements. - . ‘ o o : . .

ln short, alt ough Transpac is |an essentlal f1rst step in sat1sfy1ng the State's
_public’ transportation. needs, it is not the complete solution.-

B ~over 2.5 billion dollars in quantlflable projects and an additonal number not so.

-quantified were identified. © For the fulfillment of the ma]omty ‘of "new service'

7‘ - needs it will be necessary to look beyond the current program. This is also true for

- rehabilitation proje

- the completlon of the NJCL electrification project and continuation of needed

‘As previously noted,

- rehabilitation programs  initiated- uhder Transpac but which require additonal =

- funding, ‘the rail station restoration/parking and - systernw1de track .

ots. In recogmtlon of the need for additional funds in the short

€.84y

‘range, the State is

proposing a $47 5=million transportatmn bond issue, of which

- . $150-million would
. tran31t program woy

. It is recogmz
~ only one point in tir
life of the program
- are developed, and
- integral part of an|

 recommended progr:
changed at will with

of New Jersey and|
‘treatment of which

‘efficient bus mainte

~investment in new.

be for publie- trans1t. It is anticipated: that the bond funded
ld cover 4—years, startmg in FY80 SoeL .

ed that the Transpac recornmendatwns represent the program at

it must be capable of a degree of evolution. As existing prOJects'f"
new ones emerge, ‘reevaluations and evaluations should be an
ongoing programmmg process.

jout:due cause. To do so would be contrary to the best interests
to UMTA policy. . It does recogmze ‘that critical needs, the -
should not be delayed, could arise. "As an example, adequate and -

nance facilities are vital to the State in terms of protecting its

rolllng' stock and in insuring reliable service for New Jersey's

transit users.. Ho

ever, the recommended: program does not include projects

ne and that in order to be sensitive to changing needs over the

This does not imply that-the
am should be looked ‘upon as a "wish list" to be arbitrarily -

' 'j ~addressing maintenance faeilities at this time since the related technical study to = o
- identify needs in this area is in progress but ‘is not as yet sufficiently advanced to - '

. provide program. _1n ut. The results of thlS study should be . closely evaluated

}
1

o N
1
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especially in terms of any critical needs that may be identified. Second, there is the
possibility that a given project(s), within the initial Transpac program, may be
unavoidably delayed or deferred, due to external forces, during the course of
program implementation. Therefore, viable alternative projects should be available
for substitution if the need arises. Finally, Transpac UMTA funding constraints are
for the short-term only. Likewise, short range State funds, in the form of the
previously mentioned bond proposal, are being sought. Continued UMTA
participation beyond the immediate program package is expected. Maintenance of
an ongoing evaluation/programming process is essential to help ensure an efficient,
responsive and fiscally sound approach to transit development in New Jersey.
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PRIORITY I PROJECTS

PROJECTS REQUIRED FOR THE CONTINUANCE OF

ESSENTIAL SERVICES AT CURRENT LEVELS OF SERVICE






Bus Purchase

Project Cosf - $138.7-million

Deseription

Purchase of approximately 1100 buses and related parts approximately.
one-third of which will be forty-foot transit coaches and two-thirds of whieh
will be forty-foot commuter coaches for bus companies throughout the State.
The buses will replace the peak-period fleet, 12 years old or older as of
January 1, 1980. It is intended that the buses will have a Kneeling capability
but will not be wheelehair lift-equipped. However, it is understood that
USDOT 504 regulations, when published, may impact accessibility require-
ments of the purchase. It should be noted that the replacement will not be on
a one for one basis, that is rather than purchasing a quantity of new buses
equal to the quantity of buses being replaced it is based on seating capacity.
Since the new buses have fewer seats than many of the old buses, there will
be a larger number of new buses compared to those being replaced.

Benefits
Replaces equipment which has reached or exceeded its economic life.
Replaces non-air conditioned buses with air-conditioned buses.
Increased passenger comfort.

Increased operational reliability.

Grant application in preparation

Primary Data Sources
NJDOT Bureau of Motor Bus Operations, Se;i_tember, 1978.

Raritan Valley Upgrade - Phg‘ge I

. Projéct Cost - $71.2-million
Description

Phase I improvements to the Raritan Valley Line include the following:-

1. Equipment - Purchase of 10 diesel locomotives and 65 passenger cars,
ineluding spares. Fifty-two of the cars will be trailers, the remaining
13 will be cab control cars. All trains will be operated in push-pull
service. Longer consists will contain a cab car at a mid train location,
as well as at the end. '



.2.

Statjons - Improvements will be made to the 14 stations in the heaviest
‘utilized portion of the Raritan Valley Line between and including
Raritan and Roselle Park Accessibility related improvements will

include platform resurfacmg and patching, platform lighting, platform
edging and raising of platforms to appropriate low level height. Safety

related 1mprovementsl will include, but not be limited to: safety strip-

ing, walkway, staxrway and 1ntertrack fence repalrs. _

" Benefits | . |

Pre

ervatlon of ex1st1ng cap1ta1 mvestment.

e Pre entlon of deterxoratmn of service.

PrOJect St Ltus

Iner ased safety andI comfort for the current rldershlp of approx1-

mat ly 13, 400 passenger trips per day.

: Mor rehable serv1ce.‘

[

Red ced operatmg and mamtenance costs. v

Rep acement of 53 coaches with an average age of 51 years and 22 ,

coaches with an average age of 30 years.

‘Rep acement of mostly non-alr conditioned equ1pment with alr-condl-.
“tion _

dequlpment. : ;

vPI‘O\ 1s1on for antlc1pated growth through 1985

Prlmary Data Sources

’ -Graht apphcatlon submltted to UMTA for approval

| .

Capital Grant Apphcatlon to the Urban Mass Transportatlon Admin-
1stratxon for Phase Iof the Raritan Valley Upgrade, Marceh, 197 9.

~ Purchase of 20 MU Cars for Service on the Northeast Corridor

~ Project Cost -~ $28.9-million |
Descriptio

|
|

Ii-‘

This prOJect mvolves the purchase of 20 Multlple Unit (MU) ears to be

used for Conrail service on the Northeast Corridor (NEC). Twelve of the cars
are needed to maintain an adequate number of spares and exght are required .
-to- accommodate the pro;ected growth in ridership to the year 1985.  This
assumes that Arrow II's will be reseated in a 3-2 conflguratlon. Otherwise an
additional 11 cars would be requlred

‘Benefits ' )

Maintenance of an adequate number of spare cars.




.. Provision. of a hlgher level of serv1ce for the current Conrall daxly“ :
" round-trip ridership of approx1mately 18,150 and the projected 1985
- round-trip ridership of 19,860, which 1ncludes a current peak period -
~eastbound ridership of approx1mately 11,420 and a prOJected 1985 peak o
period r1dershlp of 12,630 respectwely R

’PrOJect Status

The need for thls add1t1onal equ1pment has been 1dent1f1ed

: Prlmary Data Sources

v

o Prehmmary data from the "’I‘rans—Hudson Rail Operatlons Planmng and

Market Analys1s" study (IT-09-0037/69), to be completed in the Spring |

' of 1979

NJDOT Bureau of Rall Equlpment August 197 8.
asga lg alley mgrovements - Eoumment Purchase

_ Prolect Cost $3 7—m1lllon
Descrlgtlo o

Purchase of four push-pull cab control cars, each w1th a seating capa-
- city of 104 passengers, for operation on the Pascack Valley Line. The equip-
“ment is necessary to assure an adequate ratio of spare cars and to accommo- -
date a prOJected 1ncrease in mdershlp of 8. 3% by the year 1985 '
| 'Beneflts . L
Mamtam level of service for the approx1mate 6,400 daily passenger. :
. trips now on the Pascack Valley Lme and prov1de for normal growth
" through: 1985 A :
Mamtam requlred ratlo of spare cars.
. 'Improve operatlonal rehablllty

ﬁ Pro_]ect Status

‘The need for the equ1pment has been 1dent1f1ed

: 'Prlmary Data Sources

Prehmlnary data from the "'l‘rans—Hudson Rail Operatlons Plannmg and’
Market Analy51s" study (IT—09-0037/69), to be completed in the Sprmg
of 1979. -

. Ramtan Valley Upgrade Phase I Draft Apphcatlon, August, 1978



e T T oy .
——

L Prolect Co‘ﬁ —$340-m11.hon Tl

- Description

Total overhaul of the 33 Arrow I Multlple Umt Cars whlch 1nc1udes‘ |

traction motors, trucks, air brakes, air condltlomng and heatmg systems,j

‘rewiring ‘the electrical syste;m, new hghtmg, new weatherstrlppmg, replace-
~ ment of totlets, replacement of broken windows, and repairs to the exterior- -
. body. The 70 Arrow II. cars will have their doors rehabilitated, have the =~
‘ ‘seating replaced ‘with 3-2 seatmg, have the existing corner lava- 1
. tory replaced with a lavatory accessmle to the handicapped located near the .~
" center doors and have certam minor safety-related modifications made. Both -~ =

| - existing 2-2

~ Arrow-I's.

B system, electmcal sw1tches, and w1r1ng to permlt compatlblhty with. Arrow m FR

. cars.

. Beneflts

and II's” will have} modifications made to: couplers, door control

1
o
l
g

W ;.' Preservatlon of ex1st1ng cap1tal mvestment. - e

i

=ased safety and comfort for approx1mate1y 18 150 da11y Conrall.' . B

. _';‘round trlp passengers on the Northeast COI‘I‘ldOI'. o

.lced ope‘, : ?tions and mamtenance costs. A

) :.,y. :"Perrm.ts greater flex1b111ty m the use of the Multlple Umt equ1pment
o on:atll the electrlfled commuter ra11 hnes m the State. o '

' wReseatmg W111 permlt lmore mtenswe use of the equlpment. :

PrOJect Sta't'us‘ 1

8

|
S
SR
8

"Preparatlon of grant alpphcalton is underway

Prirnafry_‘Data Sources ‘ [

o . N’JD OT Bureau of Ralil Equ1pment, August, 1978

o ’;."'»'Qonrall Passenger On ‘and Off Counts, May, 197 7._ )

o Pr-ojyec't "'Co

st $1 1-m11110n o

DeScmptIOmﬁ::“_ FERPS

L Reh
 ing: new a

ablhtatlon of 10 Raﬂ Dlesel Cars (RDC’S) con51st1ng of the follow-
u' condltlonmg umts, repalrs to brakes, truck overhaul, new t011ets,




' repairs to electrical equipment, rewu'mg, repalrs to drive shaft, new weather-
s stmppmg, new marker lights, repairs to air compressors and a general clean-
-ing and repainting.
Benefits
v Prevention of further deterioration of equipment.

Increased passenger safety and comfort.

Project Status

The prOJect cost is based on a preliminary assessment of needed re-
pairs to rehabilitate the cars. ‘

Primary Data Sources

Letter from Conrail to M. E. Robins dated Februéry 21, 1978.

North Jerse t Line (NJCL) Equipment Purch

Project Cost $53.0-million
Descrlgtlon ,

Purchase of approximately 8 d1ese1 locomotives and 50 coaches to
replace old and unreliable equipment, for service on the non-electrified -
- portion of the NJCL. These equipment totals include spares for shopping, -
which when combined with projected MU service to Long Branch, provide for
the expected growth in ridership to the year 1985. The locomotives will have
electric head-end power and will be equipped with cab signals and speed
control for operation on the Northeast Corridor. The coaches will be air-
conditioned, have 3-2 seating and features to accommodate the elderly and
handicapped such as lavatories, wheelchair locks, handrails, dedicated
seating, door chimes and blinking lights and center door openings to facilitate
~access by the handicapped at high level station platforms..

Benefits
.. Improved reliabvility' and éfficency of operations.
Reduction in equipment maintenance costs.

Improved passenger amenities and saféty.

- Project. Status
| The ’need for acquiring this equipment has been identified.

Primary Data Sources

.- NJDOT Public ’I‘ransportation‘Staff, May, 1979.



Ngwggk Subway Ph‘s il

Project Cost - $21.3-million |

Description I

Trolley Wire Replacernent - replace eiustmg' 2/0 wire with '4/‘0 wire of
ure-8 section and attach catenary messenger wire to insulator

" elips to. ehmmate bouncmg and its consequent serv1ce interruptions.

- Pur hase 15 new llghtu rail vehicles w1th a seatmg eapaclty of approxi-

mately 470 persons and parts.

" Re rangement of 31gnals to prov1de safe- brakmg dxstances between

“the new vehlcles. J

Support Vehlcles - Conversmn of an existing- PCC vehicle to accom-~
modate a rail grlnder, a portable compressor, welding unit and sand
blasting unit; conversion of an existing PCC vehicle to accommodate a

: dum ster, hydrauhc crane and salt dlStI‘lbUtOI‘. o

Benefits | .

.

Mod'fymg the mamtenance shop 1nclud1ng an 1nspect10n pit, hlgh
ure water system for cleamng the cars and car wash area screen-

T

Reched operatlng and malntenance costs. ’

. Higher level of serv1ce for the approx1mate 9,200 current daily passen- |

1985.

ger |trips and the 12, 000 daﬂy passenger tmps pro;ected for the year

ﬁ Replaceme'nt of equiﬁ)ment that has -reached' the end of its economic

life. - |

Proj.ec‘f Status |

. An -i\niti_al scope of work for the prOJect has been completed.

" Primary Data Sources. -

~ Project Cost - $52.0-million

Capifal Grant Application by the Civty of Newark 197 6

Ne ark Transit Feasxblhty Study by Parson, Brmckerhoof Quade &




Descrlptxon : ’ _ :
Approx1mate1y a four-year program for the rehabthtatmn of trackage_
- on Conrail's Hoboken and New Jersey Divisions. The" project cost shown

- -représents New. Jersey's contribution to the program. Conrail will bear the
- cost of rehabilitation attributable to its freight operatlons. - The prOJect_g
' includes rail replacement,. surfacing, tie renewal and switech replacement as

f_“requ1red. Interlockings and yards are included to enhance system perfor-

mance. Finally, the project will provide for necessary trackwork and facil-
' 1t1es lmprovements at outlymg rail equ1pment mamtenance fac111t1es. '

It should be noted that the prOJect represents only the "1mrned1ate '

need" portlon of what _must become an ongoing rail maintenance program, in .

_I';order to- prevent New Jersey’s ra11 hnes from falhng back mto its present
o state of decay : o v ‘ .

Benef its .

. Preservatlon of the ex1st1ng cap1tal 1nvestment and preventlon of",
. deterloratlon of serv1ce. o : . ‘ C

B Increased passenger safety and comfort for the approx1mate1y 36 0001 N
' da11y round tmp rlders usmg ‘the hnes m questlon S :

. Increased operatlonal rehablhty and efflclency

’PrOJect Status

| Conra11 has submltted a proposed f1ve-year track rehablhtatlon?’
program to NJDOT The - general scope associated: with- outlying rail -

o equipment maintenance facilities has been determined in conjunction with the v
NJDOT Rail Malntenance Facmtles Study but detalls requlre further o
development : . G ‘ . : '

Pr1mary Data Sources

e Conrall Atlantic Reglon F1ve Year Track Program, transmltted to,_,l
o NJDOT on October 23, 1978 . . .

;""Prellmmary cost estlmates for outlymg raﬂ equ1pment mamtenance

'-.faclhtles, transmitted  to NJDOT by Seelye, Stevenson, Value & e

e Knecht, Ine.on February 7, 1979 A ‘
- NJDOT Bureau of Capltal Faclhtles, February, 1979
' Raritan Valley I‘lpggagg - Phasg n |

’Project Cost - $;14.9-rnilliion
‘ Descrlptlon o |
- Phase II of the Rarltan Valley Upgrade con51sts of the rehablhtatlon of



. 'exi'sting‘tracks, and the 14 passenger statlons between and 1nclud1ng Rarltan L _
~ and Roselle Park as well as improvements to the stations' parking facilities. ..

- Also included are s1gna1s and trackwork to double -track the Aldene and - |
'~ Hunter Connections (between the former CNJ and Leh1gh Valley, and Lehlg‘h, e
i _-Valley and NEC respectwely) : T | |

R Beneflts

t':;:'ng er
trlp 5

i 'Pre< ervatlon of ex1st1ng capltal mvestment. | L

ns\ c'apablhty/ t‘lex1b1hty

fday and the prOJected 1985 rldershlp of 15 7 00 passenger trlpsj» :

- f'Ald ne/Hunter smgle track eonnectlons. :

ork and cost estimate have been developed. .

Co all Passenger On - Off Counts, May, 1977

Pre_lm‘:‘" ’ary ,data from the "Tra

'_“Por' Authorlty of New

ork and New Jersey, August,-lQ!?fSﬁ{f_ o

V'-‘Hudson Ra11 Opera

" fP’roj’ect Cost-$156-million

- 1)

- tiny

Qaaqnmn R

Phase I 1mprovement< to' theNewarkSubwayconSIStofthe followmg -
elements*g SRRy s 1’.»"‘ T e T

s :reg admg and cleamng of dramage facnhtles. A

e
SR compressors and new 11ght1ng system. SR

,Po er: 1mprovements cons1st1ng of new rectlflers. R

‘Addi

Imp ~ovements to ex1stmg mamtenance shops 1nclud1ng car hft, new alr”“f:"

E

[
U
o

level of servxce for the current rldershlp of 13 400 passenger .

0 's_Plannmg and
y51s ; "study (IT-09-0037/69 ' to_ be completed 1n the Sprmg’r L

Track 1mprovements on: exxstmg 4.3 mlles of rlght-of-way from Penn ERPERTIE
~'Stat1on, Newark to: Franklin ‘Avenue, ‘Newark. consisting of new eon- '
us welded rail, sw1tches, cross-overs:and: track frogs, replacement Do
of pprox1mately half the ‘ties; removal and replaeement of- ballast,; -

Ac tlon of A.C. electrlc serv1ce to all statlons and~‘the mamtenance_";a R
""T'_Sho[:»s at’-’Penn Statlon. i T 7 : L



,‘ 5'):‘

e

Improvements to 4 subway stations consisting of new escalators at
Penn Station, repan's to stalrways, handralls, benches, new hghtmg,

ImprOV'ernents,'to' 3 -at-grade- sta‘tions_‘ 4con‘sistingl‘of refinishing steel-

work, replacing wooden roofs with corrugated roofs, new shelters, ete. -

7) Improvements to 4 depressed stétions similar to the improvements to

. the-at-grade stations plus repair of all stairways and replacement of
railings and handrails on stalrways and fences along overhead brldges.

~ and retaining walls. : : ,

8) Improvements to fall'ex.terior stations' consisting of replacement of all
existing wood and concrete benches with new butcher block type
benches, replacement of all existing concrete platforms, and a new

- lighting system with high pressure sodium fixtures.

~9) Six new sump-pumps:fo,rvtunneblarezvas. ;

" 10) - New sewage ‘»ejector puxnps for'tne rest rooms in the 'maintenance shop.

11) Replacement of fencing along the right-of-way.

12) Instéll‘at'i’on of a public' address system.

- 13) Imtlatlon of a public mformatlon and promotlon program.

- Benef its

. -

Preservatlon of the ex1st1ng cap1tal 1nvestment

Preventlon of further deterloratlon of serv1ce. .

- Increased safety and' comfort for the approximate 9, 200 daily riders

currently usmg the subway and the pro;ected 1985 level of 12,000 da11y
trips.-

Reduct'ionj of operating' and maintenan‘Ce costs.

- Replacement of ra11 40 years old.

PrOJect Status -

’ The grant apphcatlon to UMTA is bemg prepared

Pmmary Data Sources

Draft Grant Apphcatlons.

Sverdrup and Parcel Consultants, August, 1978,
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prOJect includes upgradmg the. ex1st1ng srgnal and commumcatlon- ’
replacing overhead wiring with underground cable, providing capa-

stalling a proprletary phone system. Approximately 23 bridges and
verts will be rehabilitated or replaced. These improvements are
> north from South Amboy to Rahway and South from Long Branch.
2d. - The project includes work on the Raritan Bridge but does not
its replacement. Improvements between South Amboy and Long
ineluded in the el =ctr1flcat10n prOJeet. .

. Imp#oved rehablhty and efflclency of operatlons.

Impr

Preject Sta

roved passenger safety

tus

Tlhe

Primary D¢

lta Sources -

need for makmg t

hese improvementshas been identified.

- NJD

i
|
i
|
|

OT Pubhc 'I‘ransportatlon Staff, May, 1979

] ’tlon'Pa,km .

Projeclt' Co

: This
the interio
“and parkin
“rail. lines.
stations bei

. Benefits
.F'Preé-
. Pre\
. j‘Incr
- the

Project Sta

st - $18.8-million

A

Description

ing restored as par

eased saf ety and
5tat1ons. ‘

project consists of making improvements to platforms, lighting,
and exterior of station buildings, pedestrian bridges and tunnels
where necessary ‘at passenger stations on the State's commuter
‘Does not ‘include NEC Amtrak stations or Raritan Valley Line
t of the Raritan Valley Upgrade Project. '

ervation of eXist'ing capital irivestmeht;

ventmn of further Heterloratlon of serv1ce

comfort of present and future passengers usmg

tus

o The
- Modernizati

pro;ect is to pe based on the New Jersey Ra11 Stations
ion -Study which 'is  now. at the point where a statew1de

A-11

everse signaling and future Centralized Train Control (CTC) opera- - |



B comprehenswe ‘and uniform program for stat1on 1mprovements is bemg

- developed and an order of priority established. It should be noted that the

'$18.8-million allotted to the projeect would cover only the hxgher pr1or1ty‘ T

- stations needing immediate attention. Fundmg for lower priority stations will
be sought outside of Transpac, ie.. the proposed Transportation Bond Issue in-
' whlch fundlng has been reserved to fmance further station 1mprovements.

- Prlmary Data Sources

Conrall Flve Year Statlon Rehablhtatlon Program, August, 1978

. New Jersey Ra11 Statlon and Bus Termmal Modermzatlon Study

B_aﬂg&@gumment Mamtenance Fac1ht1es at Sunnvsxde '

Prolect Cost - $14 O-mllhon E
: DeSCPIEtIOHV '

_Construction. of a new serV1ce and mspectlon faclhty for Jomt use by :

~ NJDOT and Amtrak. The new' ‘facility will be constructed in a currently -

iunused area of Sunnyside Yard and will be used to provide running mainte- -

nance and monthly inspections for. NJDOT MU ‘equipment as well as Amtrak
~ equipment.- It should be noted that the 1nd1cated project eost represents New: -

Jersey's share of an overall facilities 1mprovement prOJect to be undertaken
. at the joint Amtrak/NJDOT facility in con]unctlon with the Northeast_ _
' Corrldor Improvement PrOJect (\IECIP) P _ .

Beneflts -

SR Improved mamtenance capablhty for the State's current. NYC orlented R :
. MU fleet and prov151on of added capacity requlred for additional MU's . .

to be acquired in conjunction with the NJCL electrification extension

to Long Branch and the additional cars to be acqulred for the NEC. -

- The faeility, shared jointly by NJDOT/Amtrak, is a-main storage and "
maintenance  facility for trains operating into Penn Station, NYC.

- Existing parts storage. space is .seriously inadequate and the facility

barely adequate for major component changeout." Physwal plant

dimensional limitations also pose restrictive working conditions for

Jersey Arrow maintenance. = In short, existing conditions are not

- adequate for efficient maintenance of the current fleet. ‘Upon acquisi- =

“  tion of ‘additional rolling stock for the NJCL and NEC, the existing
facility would be totally 1nadequate w1th respect to both capaclty and .
ey eff1c1ency . o o

Dlsbeneflts o
No dlsbeneflts 1dent1f1ed

PrOJect Status

The need and general scope of the pro;ect have been 1dent1f1ed in



!
[
RPN
Cod

l
".conJunctlon. w1th the New lersey Rail Equ1prnent Mamtenance Faclhtles :
. Study. A preliminary. cost estimate has been made, however, detail and )

~refined costs need to be developed ‘The project can be advanced within the
-~ Transpac time frame. Amtrak has indicated that from the standpoint of thelrv ,
~_own needs, they desire - to qulckly advance development of fac111t1es o
,improvements at Sunnys1de Yard. LR L S
_ _"*;l?rimary_Data Sources { |
’ NJDOT Bureau of Capltal Facmtles, February, 1979

P.rehmmary cost estllmates from the New Jersey Ra11 Equlpmentvf g
Maintenance Facxlltles Study by Seelye, Stevenson, Value & Knecht, '
Inc., February, 1979 SR R T

Ma]g;: B@,;L;:ga Ed‘g':i m

Pro;ect Cost $ 4 O-mllhon |
Descr1ptlo. -;- R B

o ThlS prolect represents the flI'St step in makmg 1mprovements to
; yexlstmg ralil- equ1pment mamtenance fac111t1es to permit adequate main-

- “tenance of |and major repa1rs to the fleet of new Arrow II MU cars that will =~ o

. operate on|the Hoboken Division. The entire improvement project will entalli )

. the. prowswn of a ‘major repa1r/rebu11d shop, stores, track and turnouts, site =~
-~ preparation and utilities,.a new power plant and oil separator, and an upgrade L
. of the existing car ‘wash. | These improvements are required because the = =
L "ex1st1ng facilities are 1nadequate to prov1de proper maintenance of the New . =
- Arrow HI. MU equipment. - Preliminary engineering and de51gn and acquisition -~
+ of land necessary to accommodate the improved. facilities is treated here as. a -
‘f_separate prOJect because the State may have to act soon to purchase the 0

L property m order to reserve it for thls desxred use.

""_""Beneflts C

o Upo 9 completlon of all elements of the total 1mprovement pro;ect the ; |
o followmg be nef1ts w1ll be rea}llzed. 3 » :

Rep‘ acernent of strucltures almost 50 years old whlch are in varymg '
- stag S, of physwal deterloratlon. - :

,W111 prov1de mcreased spacmg between tracks to accommodate Arrow'
..»III Ucars._ f“, i : : . S

CL e 'W111 provxde facxhtles to permlt mamtenance of dlesel 1ocomot1ves

~now|maintained at Elizabethport due to the lack of proper facilities at

j "Z'Hobokfen. ‘This would eliminate the costly deadheadmg of approx-
: ei_r"nat ely 33 diesel's "t'o E.hzabethport for mspectlons and repalrs.. . .

A W.duld permlt the evjentual phasmg out’ of the Ehzabethport shop.:

L Tr.e"_sultmg in greater econom1es of scale. R R




v Pro;ect Status

Prehmmary recommendatlons and . cost estlmates are. avallable. Fmal

o _detalled recommendations and breakdown of cost estimates from the New -

Jersey Rail- Equlpment Mamtenance Faclhtles Study are antlclpated m the

B Spring, 1979. -

:memary Data Sources

| NJDOT Bureau of Cap1ta1 Faclhtles, February, 1979






PRIORITY II PROJECTS
PROJECTS REQUIRED TO COMPLETE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT
EFFORTS THAT HAVE BEEN INITIATED
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Projéct Cost - $9.1-million

Description

"The overall project ‘for the extension of- electrlflcatlon from South -
Amboy to Long Branch includes the following items; Purchase of 50 multiple
unit Arrow III' cars; construction of a catenary system and necessary
substations; modernization of the communication system; trackwork to
permit speeds up to 60 mph; parkmg facilities and; terminal and storage
facllltles for the multlple unit fleet. : :

Presently‘ authorized fundlng (existing UMTA grant plus local matching
share) for the project is $137.5-million. However, total project cost is
estimated at approx1mately $191-million, leaving a shortfall of $53.5-million.
"~ The costs increase is due partially to inflation and partially to necessary
changes in project scope. In that the project falls into the Priority II
~category, it was omgmally intended to fund the entire shortfall under
Transpae, as was shown in the Mareh, 1979, "Preliminary Recommendations
for the Transpac Program" draft report. Prehmmary recommended projects
in Priorities HI through VI were prediCated on t-hat assumption. .

Immediately following the development of the prehmmary
recommendations, it was determmed that a reassessment of NJCL
- improvement program- priority needs was in order.. It indicated that
improvements  were needed on the non-electrie portion of the line if

- acceptable service standards were to be realized. The recommended NJCL

- program sequence following from the reassessment was that coincidental with
after the line- being electrified to Matawan (Phase I of the overall
electrification project), the following improvements should be made prior to
extension of electrification to Long Branch if available funds were limited:
Purchase new locomotives and coaches for the Bay Head diesel service and;
- improve mgnals/commumcatmns, rehabilitate bridges and stations over the
entire line as required. The total cost of all 1mprovements, ineluding the
existing grant and the electmflcatlon to Long Branch 1s estimated at $265-

million.

Fundmg allocated to NJCL pPO]ectS, including the $53. 5—m11110n in

Priority II, in the preliminary recommended Traspac program totaled $80.1-

 million. Adding the $137.5-million committed prior to Transpac yields
$217.6-million. This means that an additional $47.4-million would be needed
to complete all recommended NJCL improvements. It was determined that

the additional funds could not come from Transpac without seriously
damaging its viability. It is récommended that the Transpac allocation for
the NJCL be held at $80. 1-million, with the additional funds to be sought
from other sources. The following table is a summation of the resultmg -
overall NJCL 1mprovement program fundmg approach

A-16



K : *“Rahway to

vBranch fun

Transpac PrOJects Ci I ~ Cost (millions). -
e, .}New dlesel locomotw}es and coaches | o $530 _
. S.igmals/commumcatlons and brxdge rehab * S $13.0
’Bay Head Yard 1mprovements , S - ;
' ._(Systemwlde track rehab.) S $100
i jStatlojni restotﬁation/petrking o S N | $ 4.0 -
Addltlonal electrif?icatvion work e B / $91 L
0 ::_‘.Previous;Commltted Funds | $1375 R
. -Addltlonal Funds to be sought to R P v
’ _i' Complete Electrlflcatlon\ . o $ ‘47’.4
" Total Improvement Program Cost $265 0
i - From the preceedmg table 1t can be seen that $9. l-mllhon in Transapc' i
__funds are still available to pe applied to the extension of electrification to =
~ Long Branch. Although the amount is modest, it is 1mportant that it be
. applied to| ‘the project in order 'to ensure continuity in the. construction
- . program until the addltlonal funds requlred to. complete electr1f1cat1on to'»:'»«
. Long Branch are obtained. | . . o e
R The results and recommendatlons of the reassessment were presented' S
a’t"a’ public meetmg held in L‘lttle Sllver, Monmouth County on May 10 1979 o
: :',"‘]'.Beneflts S . R e
e Req '1red for contmuatlon of the electmflcatlon prOJect. Justlfxcatlon""
: for he prOJect contalned in approved grant apphcatlon.‘ o :
. fPro;ect Stftus SRR TR o
| The apphcatlon as currently approved calls for the termmus of electrl-,;‘ .
- fication at Red Bank. Awa1t1ng approval for changlng the termmus» L
loc ' tlon to Long Branch :
' f“'!fPrlmary D__ta Sources | L |
- NJI{OT Cap1ta1 Grant Apphcatlon. PrOJect Correspondence.. NJCL’ .
- Reag sessment conducted by NJDOT Pubhc Transportatlon Staff S
__Aprll, 1979 ‘ SURTE , e RS
South Amboy and Long Branch to Bay Head. South Amboy to Long‘ :_

ded under the elec tr1f1catlon prOJect.




- Proj"ect Cost’ - $63.0,-m.illivon'

R Descrlptlon
o : Th1s prOJect con51sts of - completlon of the reelectmflcatxon of the .
- former Erie Lackawanna ‘Morristown Line, Gladstone Branch and Montelair

vBranch It includes convers1on of the existing 3Kv. D.C. traction power to
- 25Kv, 60Hz A.C. power, reconstruction of 16 electrical substations, signals

. and communications alterations, reinsulation. of the catenary system at the

Hoboken, ‘Summit, Morristown, Gladstone and Dover Yards, expansion and

modification of the Gladstone Yard and parkmg areas, expansion of the Dover -

- Yard, closing of the Morristown Yard and improvements to the Hoboken
. maintenance fac1l1t1es.' Also 1ncluded 1s the purchase of 180 multlple unit

o cars.

The above stated prOJect cost also 1ncludes 8.3 mllllon dollars for

N required modifications to the 180 Jersey Arrow IlI's. In that these modi-

fications are not treated within the scope of the current reelectrification
- grant application, thls element 1s attached as a separate "pro;ect" for m—'
formatmn purposes. S ‘ :
- Benef1ts

e Requlred for project completlon. Project justification contained in
' approved grant apphcatmn. T T R S

- PrOJect Status

No substantlve changes from currently enwsmned pro;ect scope.,_ =

o Ma]or change from original, and subsequently modified, grant application is <

deferral of extension of electrification to Netcong and the establishment of - -

- reglonal park and r1de fac111t1es in the Netcong and Gladstone/Peapaek area..

: Prlmary Data Sources ; ',

. NJDOT Capltal Grant Apphcatlon and pro;ect correspondence. RS

: ‘Descrlptlo

N Modlflcatlons to the 180 Arrow III MU cars that w111 operate on the
Hoboken D1v1sxon MOI‘[‘lS and Essex Lmes con81st of the followmg



1) In o der to allow operatlon on the MOI‘I‘IS and Essex Lmes upon com=
- pletion of the reelectrification project, a one-time modification must
‘be made to allow the|cars to run on the new 25 Kv, 60 Hz electrical

~ system. The cars are currently equlpped to operate on the Northeast Lo

B

. Cort idor's (NEC) 11 5 va, 25 Hz power system.
[ - -"7.»2'):_"Aut matxc phase break transmon capablhty ,

T ' Shold the Kearny Connectlon be buﬂt, to permlt operatlon on- the .
o NEC the cars would have to \be equlpped with cab signal and speed control as -
~ well as train performance recorders, to meet FRA requu-ements for NEC

..~ = operation. ThlS cost is mcluded in: the cost of the Kearny Connectlon prOJect,
:'not.h'ere;_,? . s o - v _

- [
L

: lfBeneflts

Item 1) is requlred for operatlon on the M & E

o Iten 2) is to prevent excesswe wear of catenary due to "mlssed"bx
© . ma ual phase break negotlatlon. R : ‘

h qujecjffStatus

: F;rehmmary speclflcatlons have been developed

: Prlmary D’Ita Sources S
S LoNg

oT Bureau of Raﬂ Equlpment, August, e’ SN




PRIORITY I PROJECTS
LOW COST USER ORIENTED PROJECTS
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Hoboken "Te'rmi'nal Imp rozements-' 4
Prolect Cost $2 0-m1111on SR
Descrlptlon ' -

" The prOJect consists of the followmg two: components. Flrst rehabll-jf

itation of the bus terminal which would- accommodate -all " bus |
: vloadlng/unloadlng at ground level and would have access to the PATH station -

via an entry stairway near River Street. - Depot facility would include a

- passenger waiting room and dispatcher area. Second, development of taxi and - "

- private car access.  Hudson Place will be realigned in order to provide (1) a
" convenient taxi stand and (2) a turn around area for private cars that either

pickup or discharge passengers at the Transportatlon Center. In addltlon, ) B
- short term parking spaces especlally reserved for kiss-and-ride vehicles would -

" be located on either side of the River Street Observer nghway connectlon '
” adJacent to both the bus depot and the PATH entrance. S :

- Benefits -

. Inter-city buses operated by Transport of New Jersey enter the Center

. from Observer Highway, discharging passengers along the northerly .

" ‘edge of the ELRR train shed (in the area east of River Street). Almost -
~all buses then make a full turn-a-round and board passengers at the

" roofed-over shelter immediately south of Hudson Place opposite River .

Street and exit back towards Observer nghway, buses to the Port -

-Authority Terminal in- New ‘York City load passengers near the east- A

erly end of Hudson Place next to the ELRR train shed

.. The southerly curb of Hudson Place—near the TNJ bus boardmg area—
‘'serves as a taxi stand for more than 30 cabs parked perpendicularly to
the eurb. Farther west, between River Street and Hudson Street, the .
southerly curb of Hudson Place is used as a bus terminal: stop by the
Washington . Street independents who provide in-city service along
" Washington Street. Private car passenger pick-up and drop-off also

- occurs along Hudson Place, frequently from traffic. lanes when buses o '

~and tams are usmg the curb lane. T

. In addltlon to 1ts commuter related act1v1t1es, Hudson Place also
~carries through traffie. The mixture of through traffic in the midst of
- ecommuter services adds confusion and safety problems and prevents S

- - the. Transportatlon Center from servmg commuters properly

BN The. proposed prOJect will a531st in allev1at1ng the aforementloned T

- conditions as well as prov1d1ng a generally hlgher level of service to
'users. ' » :

. ’The pro;ect will contrlbute toward the overall antlclpated rehabll-g
1tat10n and 1mprovement effort connected w1th Hoboken Termmal.

o A_ .21,1.



" The: effort would have s1gmf1cant urban area rev1tahzatlon aspects as
: well as 1mprov1ng commuter transportatlon. -

;' Dlsbeneflts : _’

No s;gmficant disbeneflts have been ldentified-.

. -PrOJect Statusg.:,‘; C ’k :

- The techmcal study entltled “Hoboken Transportatxon Center" was
o ‘-'completed in 1977, Basie termrnal rehabilitation work is in progress under an -
Economlc Development Admlnrstratlon grant. ‘The prOJect ‘eontained herem, S
“i.e. bus depot improvements and taxi/kiss-and-ride area, is recommended in
- the technical study report.:. It[ is ‘not provided for under the EDA grant. It

v'f_'should be noted that -the

successful accomphshment of the overall =

" improvements recommended. fqr Hoboken Terminal and environs, both transit - " )
~and non-tran it related, hes in a joint development approach.  That is, all .-

parties w1th an interest in the revitalization and 1rnprovernent of the area

should actlve y- cooperate and aool fundmg resources. :

Appro rlate partles and potent1a1 fundmg sources appear to mclude'.‘
P UMTA FHW FAUS, PATH EDA HlStOI‘lc Preservatlon, HUD Green Acres,’ '
n,and NJDOT ', L s O R T

Prlmary Dat ;| Sources

S
‘\v
v‘

: ':",»:'.-_f Final JReport "Hoboken; Transportatmn Center" techmcal study (IT-*: o
09-0014), February, 1977’ S oo . '

I

k_§,ub vay - Phase Il 111 et

s ProectCost- $40'm11110n o

Phase III:; iinpriove‘me:fnts to the Newark Subway mclude the construc—_ L

' t1on of high level platforms, the installation of sound absorbing material 1nfi,

-tunnels, and |the installation ‘of at least one automatic changemaker, one

" transfer dispcnser and one exact change automatlc turnstlle at each statlon L

B entrancei“j:‘
Eerﬁf_l_ts e R e
ngh g leyel o'f' serV1ce for the 12 000 dally passengers prOJected for."-' '-

" the.y
o safety

Dlsbeneflts L

. Norl.slgni{f;icant disbenefi’tS' have"_been» i‘dentified_.f. T |

. A_zz

ar- 1985, m the areas of passenger convemence, amemtles ‘and SR



,PrOJect Status
- . An initial scope of work for the prOJect has been completed

BN 'Prlmary Data Sources

Capltal Grant Apphcatlon by the Clty of Newark 1976. _

' .’ Newark Transit Fea51b111ty Study by Parson, Brmckerhoff Quade & )
Douglas, 1972. :

I-295 Park and Rlde Rail Stat1o

Projectv Cost --.$3.2~million e
o Descrlptlon | 4

Constructlon of a new stat1on along the Northeast COI‘I‘IdO[‘ at Cornell

Heights in Harmlton Township between-the existing- Trenton and Prmceton_

- Junetion Stations. The proposed stat1on would be built to accommodate 1,860

automobiles. = The project includes a station .building. with passenger -

processing facilities, two high level platforms 850 feet long by 12 feet wide

~and associated canopies. An undertrack tunnel, elevators and stairways are

~ proposed to prov1de access to both platforms. The indicated project cost of

" 3.2 million dollars is for the stat1on bulldmg, hlgh level platforms and related
faclhtles only ' T : »

Constructmn of the parkmg facrhty, mcludmg land- acqulsltlon, and

station access is assumed fundable ‘through Interstate funds. The associated

_ -cost is estimated at 3.9 mllhon dollars, w1th the total faclhty cost’ therefore '
* 7.1 million do].lars. ‘ ' . - o

. Beneﬁts

o . 'Parkmg demand at Prmceton Junct1on and Trenton ‘stations is estl-'

mated to be 3,360 vehicles in 1980 and 4,410 vehieles by the year 2000.

Current combmed parking capacity is 2 554 spaces. It is estimated

| “that the 1-295 park and ride would 1n1t1a11y divert approximately 775 c

~autos from the two stat1ons (400 from Prmceton Junctlon and 375 from
Trenton) : ‘ ‘

.- Slgmflcant auto clrculatlon and access restrlctlons currently exist for
~ the Trenton and Princeton Junction station facilities. ' Expansion of
parking capaclty at either site, coupled with normal growth of the

~ surrounding area, will create unacceptable levels of auto congestlon on
- the existing road network. . . . o '

e Potentral for related economlc growth e.g. sma].l commercxal estab—
- “.lishments, moderate sized hght industrial, ete., in the area served by

. the park-and-ride. The project is supported by Hamllton Townshlp, g
' w1th1n whlch the 51te 1s located. o :
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Dtsbenef1t< : e

The

. that
~"This

1

|
1

|

1

t“'

mtuters boardmg at 'I‘renton statlon. .

3 Stromg opposmon to the pro;ect by the Clty of ’I‘renton whlch contends

the project would have serlous detrlmental 1mpact on the Clty
has not been substantlated ' :

-ly :

 Project Stgt

._ - Stud
“has been ¢

ok tional impa

y conducted by the NJDOT Bureau of Common Carrler Plannmg‘ -
ompleted Ana1y51s to effectively determine the detailed opera- :
cts posed by constructlon of the faclhty would be needed. o

Lta Sources

S ‘Pri;rﬁ‘:fa'ry"_De

\
s
+

. "M-295
- of Common- Carrier
‘rt, December, 1977 BCCP

Staff Recommendatmns" August, 1977 Bureau-;. .

Park and Rlde ‘
‘Plannmg (BCCP) Excerpt from draft study o

" million. -
~located of» ,

. Counties"

e ,Beneflts

' Descrl tlor

. Stud
*- resulted in|

" space lot,

R B o i:'73‘
‘-Pro ect Cost $0 3 $0 9-mﬂhon

T
=
1
\

y work conducted by the NJDOT Bureau of nghway Planmng"
two  alternative ;mprovement schemes. -

. located on

from. the

cost is est
: Extens1on

- parking, the
_the line (r
whether a-

“recommen

.

existing - station area.

l
Ae mmumty 1nvolver‘n

‘East Railroad atl;acent to the railroad tracks." Implementatlon :
mated at $0.3 mi

illion. 1t should be noted that- "Improvement and
of Commuter Tr

ecommended for FRA Class 3, j.e., 60 mph design speed) and
Lakewood extensmn 1s constructed. The Osborne Avenue 51te is =
ed . o i B : -

| ent meetmg was held on June 28 1977 It was

s }.
\
|
[

A-24

addltlonal statlon stop would cause a small travel tlme loss for' Co

‘The first was for a 120
with room for expansion, located on a 3-acre parcel (railroad ROW)T; -
the: south side’ ot‘ Osborne Avenue, dlagonally across the tracks =
Implementation: cost is estimated at $0.9 -
The second was for a 115 space lot, with no room for expansion, -

: ansportatlon Services in Monmouth and Ocean
‘technical study report, July 1978, mdxcated a need for expanded.
extent of which| ‘would vary accordlng to level of improvement of



"“'reported that there was, ", B unammous opposmon v01ced at the'-

e commumty involvement meeting " Bureau of nghway' ;o
R Plannmg ana1y31s indicated that: - The pro;ect would ‘improve traffic =~

~.flow on Osborne Avenue by removing commuters' cars now parking
. there; that access routes would be adequate with respect to available-

- capacity" ‘and; that the. addltlonal traffic should have no appreciable '

~ adverse affects on ac01dents at relevant mtersectlons. However, these
v1ews were apparently not shared by the commumty Lo :

. ~Pro;ect Status S

It does not appear that the prOJect can be successfully advanced unt11f:v o
;commumty support is obtained, Also, the- subjeet of the number of initial

- parking spaces: requlred and extent of provision for future expansion appears

to requlre evaluation in light of what improvements to North Jersey Coast -

. “service are contemplated.. It should also be noted that the pI’OJeCt would be
- eligible for FAUS as well as UMTA fundlng

"Prlmary Data Sources

Ce NJDOT Bureau of nghway Planmng ana1y51s materlal, 1977 "Im-

- provement and Extension of Commuter Transportation Services in.
.~ 'Monmouth" and Ocean Countles“ (IT—09 0034/37), Draft Fmal Report,*_‘ i
July 1978 - , e , o .

. Prolect Cost - $0 5-rn11110n
i Descrlptlon P

: Purchase of - 156 2-way mob11e radm umts for all buses a551gned to?“.*
- TNJ's Orange Garave, 3 base statlons and 2 console unlts. o 7

: Beneflts
‘.,' "Potentlal to reduce level of trans1t erime in- Newark through faster; o
- police response t1me and the greater pos31b111ty of apprehendmg of— _
-fenders. - | SNSRI '
o Rt Posmble beneflt to res1dents along the ‘bus routes by gwmg drlvers; :
| »;capablhty of reportmg flres, trafflc accxdents, etc. to local author-' '
ities. -+ - _ . . B .

S Potent1a1 to mcrease rldershxp through greater pubhc confldence w1th:v
" .respect to securlty e . S RUETE :

e Operatlonal beneflt w1th respect to faster response tlme to. break--_
»-fdowns. o _ : . . :

stbenef 1ts L

. No’ dlsbeneflts 1dent1f1ed

Cam2s



; portatlon
©.vehicles w
- gram for pr

s vehicles).

_' : [Prolect Sta

|

5 KT
[

“‘ -
S

ws

S NJD
'_ the prOJect

1

UMTA cap1ta1 grant fundmg due to 1ts nature. R

ST
ta Sources . j_ .

y Prlmary Da

w1th

e "Descrzpno

Purc

- purchase o

L "Beneflts

Prov

: cltlzens. S

Fmal Report, "Transxt Cmme Study", June 1977 NJDOT in cooperatlon S
SLEPA T , _ :

~ Project COit-$9s-m1um RN

hase of wheelcha
ervices to the State's elderly and handlcapped ecitizens.

rivate non-profit
£ approx;matelyv E

rganlzatlons. ‘The project would provide for the

1de add1t10na1 mt

s .’Dlsbenefxts

o 'The
o ©initi.
o the

o UM’I

e ;The

- FAU
cand.
com

prOJect was 1n1t1ally concerved as- a FAUS funded effort whereby'

local- level. Thls’ approach appears to be more productlve than ;
‘A fund"ng" at the State level LR A R

need for the vehtcles has not been estabhshed per se.

related- budgets on a year-by-year basis rather than having to -
mit.a: lump sum- of funds for the overa]l program perlod before :

- _ gactual needs are estabhshed

It ha
- fundi
:: ,f.able

PrOJect Sta

fundmg sources should be explored

Con<

'eptuaI; S

OT "Tran51t Crlme Study" completed Report recommends that R
be ‘monitored in order to determine whether, and to what extent,
_erime is reduced and/or patronage increased.

o Project ‘may be ehglble for”' a
o 'other than ’ |

Lr-hft-equlpped vehlcles for use prov1dmg trans-- o :
These .+
uld be in addltlon to vehicles procured through the 16(b) (2) pro- = =

0 vehlcles per year through 1985 (total of 420"\ S
cbility for the States elderly and handicsoped
ative and distribution-of . vehlcles ‘to various agencxes ‘would lieat - s

Ut111zmg-’ NN

S or other non-UMTA funding would permit development of needs S

s not been estabhshed that UMTA (other than 16 (b) @ or FAUS G "
ing is ‘required to meet- vehiele acqulsltlon needs, i.e.. other avail- =



Prlmary Data Sources :

. NJDOT Office of Special Programs. '

.- Transpac Task Force input, August, 1978.

' Prolect Cost - $0.2-million | _
lescrlptlon o - . o N
- : Carpools would be allowed to travel on the shoulder of the expressway |
- (eastbound) approaching the bus stop area and from there restricting the use
“of a travel lane approaching the toll booths. Reservation of these areas will
. requ1re signing' and pavement striping identifying their location and the
. minimum vehicle occupancy of 3 persons for ehg1b111ty during the hours of 7
~to 9 a.m.. ‘ : :
Beneflts ‘

. It is estimated that travel t1me for vehiecles in the prlorlty lane w111 be |
shortened from one to- ten mmutes.

Disbenefits
. Trafflc through the bus stop may require its movement (space is avail-
able for its relocatlon) The cost to do so is estimated at approxi-
mately $300,000. ' .

. Potential for accident increase due to-weaVing confliets.:

More " appropriately FAUS fundable, especlally con81der1ng that the
pl‘O]eCt only serves earpools. ' _

Pro;ect Status

NJDOT consultant completed study in June 197 7.

Prlmary Data Sources

e NJDOT "Rt. I—80/95 Bus Carpool Lane Study Results" 1977.

P=27






PRIORITY IV PROJECTS

LOW COST OPERATIONS ORIENTED PROJECTS






v Monteléii_r‘ Connection = Phase Il - |
- Project Cost - $7.8-million
Descrip’ tion |

Completlon of constructlon of a 2,000 ft. double track ra11 link on a
new alignment which will connect the Montclalr Branch and the Boonton Line
of the Hoboken Division at Montelair.  Once completed Boonton Lme :
passengers w111 have access to the Newark CBD.. : :

' Beneflts

s Completlon of the prOJect w1]l permit dlscontmuance of Boonton. Lme .
- _service east of Monteclair, i.e., all Boonton Line trains would be routed
via the Montelair Branch. This’ operat10na1 modification will result in
a significant net cost savings. It is estimated that net annual
operational savings (allowing for revenue loss) in 1978 dollars would be
approximately $131,000. A capital cost saving of approximately 0.5
million dollars (1978 dollars) would also be realized due to station and -
bridge rehabilitation on the Boonton Line east of Montelair which
would not have to be undertaken.. Assuming a project life of 50-years,
the present worth of total net savings (present worth of 50-year
operational net savings, plus present worth of station/bridge rehabili-
tation cost, less present worth of the capital cost of the Montelair
Connection project) is estimated at 8.4 million dollars. -

. It should be noted that the estimated revenue loss ($55,000 in 1978),
due to patronage losses from Glen Ridge to Arlington stations, is
- overstated if looked at from a "transit system" basis. That is, most
rail ridership losses would switch to bus, not auto. Strong competitive
bus service already accounts for the minor patronage at stations east
of Montclair. Presently there are approximately 130 all-day eastbound
" boardings at Glen Ridge (most of whom could switch to Montelair
Branch service) and a combined total of approximately 170 all-day east
bound boardings from Rowe St. to Arlington stations (most of whom
~would switech to bus). ‘It should also be noted that estimated -
operational cost savings were based on existing conditions. It does not
take into account the possible additional saving which would accrue if
the operating defieit of the Hoboken Division were computed usmg the
Rail Services Planmng Offlce (RSPO) Standard.

The immediate benefit to the travehng pubhc w111 be the availability:
- of a new rail route providing direct access from the Boonton Line
- service area to the Newark CBD. The Boonton Line currently has a

-"large commuter shed but does not serve Newark. Current daily round B

- trip ridership west of Monteclair is approx1mat1ey 2,520 riders. Access
to the CBD should directly result in ridership growth over time.
: SPECIflc prOJectlons are not currently available. In the advent of the , '

A-20 -
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Pr‘oject Sta

Py Connecti‘on,. the Montelair connection would permit Boonton
riders to transfer to M&E trains at Newark for access to Penn
ion, NYC. This would also have a positive impact on ridership.

have a positive impact on Vehicle ‘Mxles Travelled reduction in
eurrent Montelair Branch riders who live west of Montclair could
d at closer Boonton Line statlons.

3
i

project. involves the relocation of approx1mately 60 families. The
ical dwelhng umts in question are old: and in decay.

sation of Boonton ‘Line service east of Montclan' would impact
oximately 300 current daily round trip riders. However, as pre-
sly stated, approximately 130, from Glen Ridge, could divert
er to Montelair 'Br:&mch stations or bus and the remainder to bus.

tus

Phas
connection
Project anc
preliminary

Prlmary De

se I of the Montcléir Connection project, involving that part of the

within the confines of the Lackawanna Plaza Urban Renewal
1 involving a new Montelair Station site is ready for initiation. A
7 application for Phase I was submitted to UMTA in Aprﬂ 1971

lta Sources

TSR
Con

"Log
O'D¢

Curt

NJD

°

Phase 11 Preliminary Apphcatlon dated Apml 29, 1971

PC Intemm Techrucal Report, ,"An Evaluatlon of the Montclan‘
nection," June, 1967 .

zation Study for EL Connection in Montclalr, NJ " Goodkind &
>a, Inc., October, 1967

rent Booton Llne Statlon counts‘

OT mternal memorandums and NJDO’I‘ consultant reports.

‘.Bu_R ut

Purchase of Fgr_g

Project Co

Description

. The
exact-fare
fare boxes
electronic
Benefits

st - $3.1-million

project consists of the acquisition of fare collection equipment for
routes of subsidized carriers Statewide. The approximately 712
to be purchased would be specified to permlt a later adaptatlon to
data retrieval and dlsplay .

Expand the number of@ existing routesusihg exact-fare boxes. -

~ A=30




. '_’vReplace obsolete, unsecured fare boxes.

. _',Prov1de fare boxes for routes currently operatmg w1thout fare col— -
: lectlon equ1pment. ' : o .

. vRe’duce cr1m'e. ,
. Increase revenue collectlon assurance.‘ o
Dlsbeneflts

No dlsbeneflts 1dent1f1ed

‘ PrOJect Status o

An 1n1t1a1 estlmate of the number and type of fare boxes has been
-‘ completed : _ . :

- Prlmary Data Sources
. NJDOT Bureau of Motor Bus Operatlons, August, 197 8
. ,’- NJDOT Bureau of Equ1pment, August, 1978

- Project Cost - '$2'.Q-miltlion'

~ Desecription |
_ | Purchase of tow trucks, service trueks, delivery vans, operations cars. . -
and executive cars to replace those in the fleets of subsidized carriers
Statewide that have reached the end of thelr economlc hfe. Involves a total
of approx1mately 151 vehlcles. ' :
- Benefits

o Replace antiquated fleet of bservice veh'icles,‘
‘ Improve operatlons and mamtenance capablhtles of bus operators. '

Dlsbeneflts L | '

No dlsbeneflts 1dent1f1ed

- PrOJect Status

Prehmmary speclflcanons have been developed

L Prlmary Data Sources :

: NJDOT Bureau of Motor Bus Operatlons, August 1978 o "

NJDOT Bureau of Equlpment, August, 1978.






PRIORITY V PROJECTS

MODERATE COST PROJECTS OF SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT
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B Pro]ect Cost $19 O-mllllon 2 : »..,;:u.

L "Descrlptlon

Constructlon of a coordlnated rall rapld tran51t-bus transfer and ter- B

'mmal facility mcorporatmg the followmg three maJor phy51cal elements and f
x1mprovements. L S e : :

1)

Bus Termmal -a consolldated bus termmal and transfer faclllty w1th'

- about 18 berths for both’ long/medium haul and local- feeder bus

. services, w1th on and off-street loadmg access. co

Park1ng Garage - Multl—level parklng garage for approx1mately 680 '
automobiles dlrectly lnterconnected ‘with the bus terminal and the -

' passenger concourse servmg the rail rapld tran51t statlon v1a direct .

3

elevator and stalrway access

Mass Tran51t Statlon and Concourse - a) Add1t1on of ‘a‘new entrance 8

complex to the existing Broadway PATCO Station | mcorporatmg an

open, but covered plaza facmg Broadway- at street level b) At the =

. “conecourse, a new PATCO passenger distribution area ‘will be prov1ded v
with modern facilities for the. movement of passengers-on and off the

o PATCO system and to and from buses and the parkmg garage.v PR

Beneflts

. Prov131on of an attractwe, convenlent mult1-modal transportatlon

- center providing service for local, commuter -and intereity buses, taxis . -

- and the PATCO" Rap1d Transit - Lme. ‘Daily passenger movements are = -

- -estimated at approx1mately 19,000 (8,700, PATCO, 8,500 PATCO -
feeder bus, 1,800 other bus) in 1985 Approx1mately 135 000 annual * . -

bus" movements are anticipated to be handled at the famhty in'1985. If -

o PATCO branch lines to Mt. Laurel and/or Glassboro are constructed in -
. the future, the terminal ‘would also serve as- the common’ focal point of
o those operatlons, w1th a correspondmg mcrease in usage.

-"Reduced operatlonal cost to: bus operators through economy of scale' |
~ ‘and ‘more effective space utilization.. TNJ and Greyhound presently: 3

. share a faclhty Trallways operates out of a separate locatlon.

k"Contrlbutlon to the rev1tahzatlon of the Camden Central Busmess. R
- Distriet (CBD) by. prov1dmg ‘the 1mpetus for prlvate development foo

o through 1mprov1ng the attractlveness of the area and access toit. .

" Provide transportatlon serv1ces for trafflc generators that are. planned' o
" or under development within the 1mmed1ate redevelopment area, most e
: notably Cooper Medlcal Center, Veterans Admlmstratlon Hosp1ta1 '



. ;P’rojle_ct'f,:Stat

i Beneflts

V~_C0ur1

- . . housis
o addi
Redu
Gene
- i .Parkl

e »Dlsbeneflts ';vi;‘;

Incre
" peak

. repor
o little|

\
i
House Complex-w; county and clty offlces, and, new and proposed

ng. Camden revxtahzatlon efforts are predicted to generate an
-3:4 000 45 000 dally trlps 1nto and out of the Camden CBD.

: l
ce trafflc congestlon and allev1ate on-street parkmg problems.

rate new trans1t rldershlp through the prov1smn of adequate
ng' and coordmated transportatlon serv1ce. v o

Better serve the needs of Camden's trans1t dependents. '

ased trafflc oni' s

eets adJacent to the termmal, especlally durmg

ted as being " presently utilized ‘below capamty and should have,ﬁ g b
dlfflculty meetmg the add1t10nal demand , :

US

- Primary T;Da a s

inallapplication for UMTA;fUndin’g has been prepared and submitted. . -

B g.-j;t-atilo;

. ,> M :

Cons1

 the AMTRA
. -access to Pe
* -and traction

to expand ps

~ Arrow I
. .recorder).

i tha_'-,tf ‘Wbuld

St ,_An ay

apphcatlon of the Clty of Camden for the Camden Transpor—f}
N Termmal (UMTA Project No. NJ-03-0018), December 15 197 7

tructlon prog'ram to connect the Conra11 MOI'I'IS and Essex Llne to' o

cak hour capacity

appear to be- req}
1S (estlmated at approxunately 2900 persons in 1985)

\
o '=E11mmat10n of_ the transfer to PATH at Hoboken for dlrect access." '
users ; ST . ERTR Al

?

: Vaccess users. Progected 1985 patronage IS approx1mately 9 7 00 round:;

travel periods. - However, ‘the major streets to be affected are =

K Northeast Corr1dor Line in Kearny in order to provide direct -

enn Station, NYC., “Project. mcludes modifieation to tracks, signals~ .~

power system on ‘the Corridor and at Penn Station, NYC in order - .
|to 26 trams.‘ Cost also mcludes modifieation to- RS

required for NEC -operation (speed ‘control and performance:

The cost. does: not include the purchase of additional rolling stock

uired. to acecommodate patronage generated by HE

jerage. t1me savmg‘ of approx1mate1y 10 mmutes per trlp for dlrect PR



Pure

- trip- rlders per average weekday (thlS flgure does not mclude potent1a1

- Boonton Line transfer users if the Montclair Connection project were
- implemented). On the basis of a time.value of 6 cents per minute, this

- would represent an annual travel ‘time saving of approximately 3.2- .

~ million dollars in 1985. Discounting ‘time loss to non-users (discussed
in the following section under disbenefits), net annual system savmgs is
estimated at 2 8 million dollars.

. 1985 auto dlversmns are estlmated at 1 200 per week day

Dlsbeneflts

.‘ It is estimated that’ approx1mate1y 1, 700 of the 9, 700 da11y round trip

users (17.5%) would be due to bus rldershlp d1ver51ons. It is estimated
that there would be approximately 1,500 daily corridor bus riders to-
NYC in 1985 who would not switch to rail. Assuming that bus service
would be decreased due to the dlversmns, it is estimated that

. remaining bus riders would experience an average time loss of .

: approx1mate1y 2 minutes per trip.’

. An average time loss of appro_x1mately 2 minutes for Hoboken Division
M&E rail riders desiring to continue to. Hoboken. . Projected 1985
patronage is 5,100 round trip riders per day. In the aggregate, it is
estimated that average annual travel time loss to "non-users" (bus &
rail) would be approximately 0.4-million dollars.

‘ Project Status

Technical Study, "Trans-Hudson Rail Operations Planning and Market
Analysis" (IT-09-0037/69) to be completed in the Spring of 1979. "Direct Rail
Access Project" study completed. Preliminary application submitted..

Primary Data_Sources
. Preliminary data from the "Trans-Hudson Rail Operations Plarimng and
Market Analysis " study (IT-09-0337 /69), to be completed in the Sprmg
of 1979. »
. "Direct Rail Access Project" study report, JUne, 197 7 -

. Port Authorlty of New York and New Jersey cost estimates.

2’ v Radi for Lo -HulBusR

Project Cost - $20.v0"-mi1110n

E Descrlgtlon

Equip approx1mate1y 1,723 commuter buses on all long-haul routes (m

excess of ‘20 miles one-way) Statewide w1th two-way radio equipment and
. provide dispatching faclhtles. TN
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ove operatmg pro

,;,aSSIgnment modlflcatlons to meet varlatlons in demand

..;: ?Per
© - loadi

: .-.‘_,Mim

x.t ‘more- efﬁcxent equlpment utlhzatlon by spreadmg passenger
ng over a number ‘of buses.‘ ' . ,

e f'Incre ased passenger and drlver securlty by allowmg 1nstantaneous

'Vcont

3 b';‘Dlsbeneflts A

. Poss

act to central dlspatchmg for emergency f1re or pohce serv1ces.

lble increase in operating costs. -

S 'Project" St'a

Furt her study is requlred‘to :fd_e_yelopf‘oritrex_»ii}a_vfop :»deéi_gngg,.
N Prlrnary Data Sources ; Lo
. N

. NID

. ":POrt Authorlty of \Iew York and New Jersey, May, 1979

OT Bureau of Motor Bus Operatrons, August, 197 8.
} _
OT Bureau of Equlpment, August, 1978

" Deseription

S Tbis'

prOject-'=cons'ists: ot’ the followmg three elements. N 'b

f,tlonal track along 6.8 miles of-. rlght-of-way between the Pascack

- Valle
- Fairr
L sidin
vtracl

 2) Equi
- moti
is n

- hours

' thec

3) Expa

mount Avenue: (Mlle Post 14.39) and the addition of two passing -

gs and altering 51gna1s for train control signals over the single = -

< between Falrmount Avenue and Sprmg Valley, New York

| o
oment - Purchase} of one traln set con51st1ng of one diesel 1oco-'

'ompletlon of double-trackmg

nswn of capaclty at Woodbme Yard - Constructlon of an addl-fr R

cedures by permlttmg scheduhng and bus- route‘ : K

mlze delays by reroutlng buses to crowded stops and around traff1c'_ REE
'"'ﬁaccldents and delays. e : : o

kwork, Signals and Commumcatlons Constructlon of an. addx- R

y Line's junction with the Bergen County Line (Mile Post 7.56) and - o

jey one cab car and four trailer.coaches. 'The additional train set B
eded to provide’ ’the increased frequency of service during’ peak - -
s and the institution of service durlng off-peak hours permltted by -



tlonal 1 000 feet of track at the Woodbme Yard in Sprlng Valley, New T

York to permlt overnlght storage of. the add1t10na1 tram set. .~

' "_ VBenef its

. - Higher level of service for the current rldershlp of. approxrmatelyf .
.. 6,400 passenger tr1ps per day and the prOJected 1985 rldershlp of 6 900_ ‘
g passenger tr1ps per day(normal growth) “

‘ ’Generatlon of new rldershlp However, magmtude unknown, as well as. '
; 1mpact on bus operatrons. : : o

. Dlsbenefrts _
Increased operatlons and management costs
| e Probable mcreased def1c1t and hlgher sub51dy support. B |
' -‘ Possmrhty of serlous detr1menta1 1mpact to profltable, unsubsrdlzedv.
- commuter long-haul bus. servxces resultmg in the need for sub51dy ;

support. o

. ‘PrOJect Status

A study entltled "Erle Lackawanna Mamhne/Bergen/Pascack Corrldor i

1 | Study" (IT-09-0069) involves a ‘marketing and systems analysis effort to o
" evaluate the general demand for rail service in the corridor and how that

~ demand might be served by existing rail lines and passenger services. Work :
on the twelve-month study was mltlated in September, 197 8. '

o Prlmary Data Sources - |

'.' NJDOT Bureau of Cap1ta1 Faelhtles, August, 1978

NJDOT Bureau of Raﬂ Equlpment August, 197 8

~ Project costa- ‘$‘z»z.o—mmibn_
o 'Descrlptlo | o

All electrmal 51gnal, commumcatlon and track work necessary to "
extend electrified service 10 miles from Dover to. Netcong “Also included is

. the development of regional park and ride facilities in the ‘Netcong ‘and B
. -Peapack/Gladstone areas and statlon and parkmg 1mprovements at Dover

. Benefi 1ts

; -Would prov1de \Iewark Central Busmess Dlstrlct (CBD) access 1.e.,'

-~ M&E service, for Netcong and Lake Hopatcong stations (a total of
- approximately 190 current dally eastbound boardlngs) However, the -

L advent of ‘the’ Montclair Connection would likewise provide Newark



' CBD access. = o | |

. Dlre et access to Penn Statlon NYC for the two statlons in the advent S

- of the Kearny Connectlon. o

"+ Veh cle Mlles Trav\elled reductlon due to passengers in the
SR Net*ong/Lake Hopatcong Station service areas, who currently drive to
L .‘_Dover Station to board M&E trains, having a shorter station aceess
~ trip, . However, thlS ~would " 11kew1se be offset by ‘the Montclalr. o
Con ectlon. S : : -

e ng- capltal cost (1978 dollars) per daxly passenger trlps.. Est1mated at'

- approximately $29,792, on the basis of a-1985 daily round trip ridership
- of 240 (480 daily trlps) It should be noted that the projected ridership =

~is on’ ‘the basis of "normal" growth. "It does not take into account

'pos ible- "added" rldershlp at the two stations due directly to the. o .

o improvement. However, the followmg should be kept in mind. First, a

3 portion of the "added" ridership would represent diversions from Dover ‘

“Station.. Second -a portion of the "added" ridership would be from bus -
.le rswns. Poss1b1e auto diversions, i.e. new transit riders,. would be a
- fraction of the preceding. Also the Montelair Connection, if

~ constructed, along with increased service to Netcong (presently only
. two| eastbound a.m. and westbound p.m.. ‘trains depart and arrive at

) Netaong respectwely) would tend to stlmulate the same type of
"ad ed" rldershlp. R . . o

1
i
i

R PrOJect St tus 'f'f.' N ;"": .:i;

The Netcong Extensmn was 1ncluded in the orlgmal NJDOT MOI‘I‘IS and R

| 1‘Essex Reelectrification UMTA - Capital Grant Apphcatlon but subsequentlyv
‘ deferred due to fmanclal constralnts. e o

' 'Prunary D ta Sources i
S

'. NJDOT Capxtal Grant Apphcatlon for the Morrxs & Essex Reelectrlca-;v e

tlon. S, v
1

. NJDOT/UMTA correspondence and NJDOT memorandums. . '

,P_‘-"_S_QMQ

R “Pur ~hase of 15 ra11 cars’and 3. locomotlves to operate add1t10na1 ser-
o v1ce on the Hoboken D1v1s10n Bergen County and Pascack Valley Lines as well
as the initiation of a shuttle service ‘between Hoboken and the District.
~ Purchase of 20 transit buses for bus routes serving the District from outside
- and v.for»routes operatmg w1th_1_n the District. The project was suggested by

llf-'




 the Hackensack Meadowlands Development Commlsswn as an initial measure

to satisfy the expected transportation needs of the Distriet. It should be

noted that the project cost does not include the cost of double tracking the

- Pascack Valley Line, which would be required for the operation of additional
" train sets. The additional cost would be approximately $26.6-million.
~Benefits'

. Five of the cars would prov1de for ex1st1ng need and’ market growth on
- the Bergen County Lme and the Pascack Valley Line.

. Four cars would accommodate expected increases-in dally rldershlp on
' the Pascack Valley Line due to work trlps to the Distriet. - :

. Three of the cars would accommodate expected demand for rall ser-
vice from Hoboken to the District i.e., reverse commute. -

. Three of the cars would accommodate expected. demand by Dlstrxct
residents for rail serv1ce to New. York Clty

. The 20 tran51t buses would accommodate part of the expected
- - increased peak perlod demand for bus serV1ce to and from the District
~ and within the DlStI‘lCt.
Disbenef-lts,
. - Increased operations and management'costs.-
Probable increased deficit and higher_ subsidy.
. Possibility of de;trime‘ntal impact on viable long-haul bus operations.

PrOJect Status

. The prehmmary draft of the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportatwn
Study is completed. . Two NJDOT studies impaect the proposed services. The
: "Mam/Bergen/Pascack Valley - Corridor’ Study" will evaluate demand and
service provision solutions. The 12-month study was initiated in September,
~1978.  The "Transportation Efficiency and Effectiveness Study", dealing with
‘bus services, likewise a 12-month  study is scheduled for completion in
December, 1979. A clearer assessment of needs and solutions to those needs,

" as impacts transit improvements concerning the Meadowlands District, will

be possible through the combmatlon of results from the three aforementloned
studles. : . _

Primary Data Sources

. Prehmmary Draft of the Hackensack Meadowlands Transportatlon :
: -Study (IT-09-0037), March 1978 o

. ‘COrrespondence. to NJDOT from" 'Richard Roberts, Transportation‘
Planning Project Manager for the Hackensack Meadowlands Develop-
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" ment Commission, dated August 23,1978 SR

2T .‘;

Prolect Cost $ 47 8-m11110n |

' Descrlptxon, :

Constructlon of a statlon and passmg tracks at the mtersectmn of the

EY Hoboken Division's Main Line and Bergen County Line with the Northeast - |
" “Corridor ‘in| Secaucus to permlt Main- Line and Bergen County Line Riders to

transfer to Northeast Corridor trains. - The stated. project. cost- does not B

- include the purchase of addltllonal rollmg stock that would be expected to be -
.. required to accommodate patronage generated by auto and bus d1vers1ons
o (estlmated at 10,680 persons in 1985) R .

_ ‘B,en’ef 1ts.=‘i .

An verage tlme savmg of approx1mate1y 2. 3 mmutes for transfer :

. users with a Penn Station, NYC destination. PrOJected 1985 patronage -

B s & prox1mate1y 11,700 round trip riders per average weekday (9,500

. pers nnel

- for New Jersey). On the basis of a time value of 6 cents per minute,
~this |would represent an annual travel tlme savmgs of approx1mate1y
:'872 _‘housand dollars in 1985. DL e

‘ 198'v auto d1verswns a*e estlmated at approxlmately 940 per weekday. :

corrgsponding adverse 1mpact to bus drlvers and other bus company: o

fA.n average tlme Ioss of apprommately 2 mlnutes for Hoboken D1v1s1on T T
- Main ‘Line/Bergen Co./Pascack Valley rail riders desiring to continue = .

to Hoboken.. ‘Projected 1985 patronage is approx1mate1y 11,000 round

- trip riders per day. - Assuming that bus service would be decreased due o
- to the large number of diversions, it is estimated that remaining bus

" riders would experlem.e a slight time loss. It is estimated that there -

. would be apprommately 33,900 daily round trip corridor bus riders to
“NYC remammg in- 1985 who would not switeh to the rail mode. Inthe -
- aggregate, it is estunated that travel time disbenefit to non-users"

would be slightly grea:ter than travel time benefit to "users". It should

‘be noted that this does not include travel time disbenefit to Northeast i
‘Corridor passengers who would have . an. extra stop. Thxs dlsbeneflt :

- .could be about 2 to 3 mmutes. R S S

“ Pro;;ect StatuS

 Technical study, "Trans-Hudson Rail Operation's Planning and Market

It is estlmated that approxxmately 9, 740 of the 11 700 dally round trlp o
- users (83%) would be’ due to bus rldershlp dlversmns. ‘This corresponds .

‘ to a reductlon in eorrxdor bus ridership of approx1mately 22%. Itwould = .
~ have the ‘most adverse direct impact on those long-haul operators who
“‘are currently profit-making e.g. Short Lmese There would also be-a. = -



- Analysis" (IT-09-0037/69) to be completed in the Spring of 1979.

Primary Data Sources

"A Preliminary Analysis of the Ridership, Cost and Benefit For Secau-
cus Transfer Proposal and Secaucus Direct Rail Access Connection,"
NJDOT Bureau of Transit Planning, August 17, 1978.

. Port Authority of New York and New Jersey cost estimates, August,
- 1978, ‘
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PRIORITY VI PROJECTS

HIGH COST PROJECTS OF HIGHLY SIGNIFICANT BENEFIT
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PAT

Project Cost - $84.2-million

: De'séription'

Construetion of an electrlﬁed rail line, over ex1st1ng rail ROW from ‘
Matawan to Lakewood via. Freehold,. including four new stations. Project*

_includes the purchase of five electrie locomotives and 46 coaches.

:Benef its

. - Improved travel t1me to Newark and New York Clty, for the estlmated- -
- 8, 150 daily round tr1p riders in 1985.

An estlmated auto d1versxon of approx1mately 1 800 plus dally round- :
trlps. : :

'Reduced Vehicle Mlles Travelled due to a shorter station access trip . | :
for ecurrent inland - rall users who . would sw1tch to. the Lakewood .
extens1on. : ,

K Enhancement'»of county land use and develOpment goal's."
Disbenefits

e Possmle reloeatlon of busmess at proposed ahgnment in Freehold and
1mpact on YMCA and Girl Scout ‘Camp Sites. :

The potent1al negatlve impaets due to bus d1ver51ons and d1versmns.

from the existing North Jersey Coast Line are not predicted to have

~ long term 1mpact in that 1985 patronage prOJectlons for both bus and

- coastal rail service are estimated to show gains due to the rapid
re31dent1al development of the service area.

PrOJect Status

Technieal Study, "Improvement and Extension of Commuter Trans-

"portatlon Services in Monmouth and Ocean Counties" (IT-09-0034/37) has

been completed NJDOT is considering alternative services such as diesel for

~ this corridor. Further study of these alternatives is necessary before: any

recommendatlon regarding 1mplementatlon can be made.

leary Data Sources ,

« Draft Report, "Improvement and Extension of Commuter Transpor-— :
_ tation Services in Monmouth and Ocean Counties," July, 1978.

,'Proje,ct Cost - $96.4-million



‘r
l

AE 3-m11e extensmn of the Lmdenwold H1gh-Speed Llne from 1ts

: ”vfpresent terminus at Lindenwold to West’ Berlin. Ahgnment would be along

o jfBenef1ts

L _existing Se ashore Division right-of-way. Included in the project:is a walk-on ':
B v."statlon fa ,‘ 111ty at G1bbsboro| Road, termmal facxhtles, and 22 new cars.: ‘
, K gl =

l

Est mated 1978 dally patronage of approx1mately 3 800 round trlp o
- rid ,rs added (not hne‘ volurne) to the PATCO system (1985 prOJectlons '

: ‘_f -ﬂpre ently at capaclty

RO - er_'mlt more. efﬁclent feeder bus Opefatl‘m’ |
o

w]
o0
o
1o -
L)
1=2
Lol
T

o ]",fS'uccess of a West Berlm Statxon is pred1cated on the constructlon of a

s-county connector highway which would serve the station from

- u.S 30 (or beyond) on the south, and'N.J. Route 73" (or beyond) on the,,_': N

- nor, h and east.‘ Present access to the proposed site: 1s madequate. o

L Y Est mated that assoclated feeder bus serv1ce orlentatlon would 1n-.f- ‘
- .cre vse the annual bus subsu:ly by approx1mately $205 000 annually :

S

PrOJect St ‘tus o e

Te hmcal Study,' “Mass ’I‘ransportatlon‘ Development Program of the‘f -

Delaware iver Port Author‘lty" (IT-09-0009) complete. Preliminary informa- "

“tion indicates ‘that factors, mfluenclng both ‘cost and patronage may have o
o come mtoplay smce the study and that reanaly51s 1s in. order. o ,

|

. Flnl Report, : "Mass] Transportatlon Development Program o thei o

Delware Rlver Port Authorlty" (IT—09-0009), December, 1975.,

ma es, August 1978. |

st - $193.4-million

A-4d

. .Del ware Valley Reg 1onal Planmng Commlslon staff patronage estl-f_j .



B ":"Qsa_wm o | - R
- A 6.9 mile extensmn of the Lmdenwold ngh-Speed Line from 1ts |
~ present terminus at Lindenwold to Atco. Alxgnment would be along existing

| " Seashore Division right-of-way. Included in the project is a walk-on station

at Gibbsboro Road, a statlon at West Berhn, termmal faclhtles, and 26 new o

 Benefits

Estlmated 1978 patronage of approx1mately 4 800 round trip riders '
~ added (not line volume) to the PATCO system (1985 prOJectlons not
~available).

Reduced travel t1me for extension rlders, more comfortable and con-
venient trip.

. Reduce Vehlcle Miles Travelled due to shorter statlon access. tr1p for-
current PATCO users from- the: serv1ce area. .

Allow "growth" at Lindenwold through reductlon of parkmg demand
generated by current PATCO users from the service area, i. e., Linden-
wold parking presently at capacxty :

. Permit more eff1c1ent feeder bus operation. At present numerous
PATCO "feeder" routes continue on to Ph11ade1ph1a due primarily to
PATCO capacity restramts.

| Disbenefi ltS

. Success of a West Berlin Statlon is predlcated on the construction of a
- eross-county connector highway which would serve the station from -
U.S. 30 (or beyond) on the south, and N.J. Route 73 (or beyond) on the
north and east. Present access to the proposed site is inadequate. :

Estimated that associated feeder bus service ‘orientation would in-

crease the annual bus subsidy by approximately $329,000 annually.

‘

Project Status s

Technical Study "Mass Transportation Development Program of the
Delaware River Port Authority" (IT-09-0009) complete. Preliminary infor-
mation indicates that factors influencing both cost and patronage may have
come into play since the study and that reanalysis is in order

Prlmary Data Sources

Final Report, "Mass Transportatlon Development Program of the. -
Delaware Rlver Port Authority" (IT—09 0009), December, 1975. ‘

. Delaware Valley Reglonal Plannmg Commlssmn staff prehmmary ,
‘ corr1dor patronage estlmates, August, 1978..



Project Cost - Not presently évailable‘ but would fail in high cost range.
Description

Major station rehabilitation as required. Construction of high level
platforms, ramps, and canopies. Expansion of parking facilities as required.
This project would be statewide in scope although every station would not
necessarily be involved.

Benefits
. Higher level of service in the area of passeng'er convenience and
safety. ‘
. Provides accessibiiity for the elderly and handicapped.
Disbenefits.
. No significant disbenefits identified per se. Only "disbenefit" would lie
in the area of cost vs. need, especially in the area of high level
platforms, when low patronage is involved.

Project Status

Conceptual on a statewide basis although there are specific stations
for which this type of major upgrading has been previously proposed.

Primary Data Sources

NJDOT, Public Transportation Staff, May, 1979.




Proj‘ect Cost - $83.-8-*Inillionv :
Descrlptlon R

Grade separated llght rail tran81t hne extendmg from Journal Sq.. to W

~8th Street in Bayonne via PATH, LVRR National Docks Branch, and CNJ
ROW and 15 station locations. Includ_es the acquisition of 24 Standard Light
Rail Vehicles. 1985 patronage eStir’n'ated" at 11,250 round trip riders per

weekday. : C e S :

Benefits

.. Reduced travel tlme for approxxmately 31% of persons in service area .
- (63% Bayonne, 10% Jersey City). Examples of travel time saving to
Journal Sq. over Boulevard bus, are as follows:  Broadway and 53rd St.,
14 minutes; Avenue C-and 27th Street 6 minutes and; Avenue B and
53rd Street, 2. mmutes. o :

' Auto diversions are estimated at 625 per day in 1985.
Dlsbeneflts

Travel time mcreased for approximately 9% of persons in service area
(23% - Bayonne, 0% Jersey Clty) No time: saving- for 60% (14%.
Bayonne, 90% Jersey Clty) ' : '

e ‘Serv1ce does not appear to be of any measurable benefit to elderly,
poor or carless due 'to the allgnment of the proposed service.

e 83% of r1dersh1p, 18, 700 dally trlps, from bus diversion. Predicted that :
- system deficit (bus & rail) will increase $430,000 (1975 dollars) over

~ the current defieit (Bus only deflCIt increase of $655, 00 Assumes rail
" makes a $225 000 proflt)

. ‘Due to the non-central ahgnment of the light rail serv1ce, substantlal ,
bus service would have to be retained to. prov1de feeder service and to.
provide supplemental services.

PrOJect Status

Technical Study "Transit Serv1ce-Bayonne to Jersey Clty" (IT—09 0037),
: completed. . ‘

Prlmary Data Sources

o Draft Fmal Report "Tran51t Serv1ce-Bayonne to Jersey Clty", Apr1l
1977 R ‘ :
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. Prolect Cost - $156 0-rn111101

0o

: Descrlptlo ]

Con tructlon program
~ v‘.Pascack Valley Lines to the
“order to provide direct ace

to connect the Conraﬂ Bergen County, Mam and'

AMTRAK Northeast Corridor Line in Secaucus in
ress to Penn Statxon, NYC.
" modifications to tracks, signals and traction power system on the Corridor, -

" "and at Penn Statlon, NYC 1n|
- This cost is contained in the ‘Kearny Connection project sirce plans have . =

- indicated t*at it would be constructed first. Project cost does not include the
. eost of rolling stock capable
. fleet size increase that wou

- Project. excludes

order to- expand peak hour capaclty to 26 trains.

of electmc/non—electrlc territory operatlon nor

1d be ‘expected to be reqmred to accommodate} o

patronage enerated by auto and bus dlversmns. RIRRE

e “_Beneflts

anSfer -'fto PATH at Hobokenf*forfdirect ‘access

S ";'An verage tlme savmg of approx1mately 4 0 mmutes for dlrect access" R

. users.

Pro;ected 1985 patronage is approx1mately 15,600 round trip- "

o riders per average weekday (12,660 from: New Jersey). On the basis of -

o .’a time value of 6 cents per: mmute, ‘this would represent an ‘annual o

~ “travel ‘time savings of approx1mately 2.0 million -dollars - in 1985,
- .Dis ountxng travel t1rne loss to non-users (dlscussed under dxsbeneflts)
*-g_-,;net ystem savmg is, estlmated at L. 3 rmlhon dollars. S

D '___198 auto dlverswns are estzmated at 940 per' weekday. | ‘_f

SRR { estlmated that
~ (78%) ‘would be due
' decrease in total NY
' 'The| most adverse dire
- that are currently prc

to bus ridership. dlversmns.

et 1mpact would be on. those long-haul operations-

S per sonne!

’ “?An jve age: tlme loss of less than one mmute for Hoboken DlVlSlon rall |
~ riders continuing to use Hoboken as a destination. Projected patronage
is g proxnnately 10,300 daily round trip riders in 1985. Assuming that -

St
- .min

minute per - trip.

R 700 da11y round tr1p bus rlders to NYC remaining in 1985 who would -
s ~;,n'ot ‘switeh “to ‘the rail mode,

© 7 estimated that ‘the average time loss to "non-users" (rail & bus) would
S be approxmatel-‘

approx1mately 12 170 of the 15 600 da11y users,’-
_ ThlS represents a . o .
C bus' corridor ridership of approx1mate1y 28%.

>f1t—mak1ng e.g. Short Lines. There would be a
cor espondmg adverse 1mpact to bus drlvers and other bus company.,.

~ bus service would be decreased‘due to the large number of diversions, -
estimated ‘that remamlng bus riders would also lose less than one - -
It rs estimated that there would be approx1mately s
The aggregate result is that it is. foN

;0. 5‘ rmnutes per 'Cl'lp : ’Thls would ‘be equlvalent to’- e



E approxunately 0.7 million dollars per year on the ba31s of a tlme value ‘
- of 6 cents per mlnute. ’ S

' PrOJect Status :

.  Technical Study, "’I‘rans—Hudson Rail Operatmns Plannmg and Market
: Analy51s" (IT— 09-0037/69) to be completed in the ‘Spring of 1979. .

| 'Prlmary Data Sources

R Prehmmary data from the "Trans-Hudson Rail Operatlons Planmng and
“Market AnalySIS" study (IT—09-0037/69) to be completed in the Sprlng-‘ -
of 1979 ' : : : .

P-AfVIfQO g.;g'gg Plan -

. Project Cost - $349.3-million -
Descmptmn ’

, The f1rst stage of the PATCO expansxon program, recommended in the
DRPA "Mass Transportatlon Development Program," December, 1975, which

- would. culminate in the completion of extensions to Mount Laurel and
~Glassboro. The Core Plan’ consists of: a 3 mile extension from Broadway

- Station in Camden to a Crescent Blvd. Station in Pennsauken (first stage of a
- Mt. Laurel extension) including a walk-on station at Westfield Avenue; a 2.4

mile extension from Division Street in Camden to a Morgan Blvd. Station in

Camden (first stage of a Glassboro extension); interior termmal faclhtles'
: requu'ements for 3-branch operatlon and; 48 new cars.- ’

Beneflts _ _ :
Fstlmated 1978 dally patronage of approx1mately 8,500 round trip |
riders added (not line volume) to the PATCO system (1985 pro;ectlons '
not avallable) v v

. Reduced travel. time for extension rid'ers.'
. More comfo'r‘table and convenient trip :

Reduced Vehlcle Mlles Travelled due to shorter statlon access and L
auto diversions. _

X Permlt more efflcxent feeder operatlon. At present, numerous PATCO o
. "feeder" routes continue to Phlladelphla due pmmamly to PATCO, i

' capaclty constramts. . .
Dlsbeneflts

Fstlmated that assoclated feeder bus service -orientation would 1n— L
- - crease the annual bus subsidy by approxunately $229,000. '



\
|

© Project Status
B __DREA PATCO expansion alternatlves ana1y51s study in progress. o R

s f.Prxmary Data Sources | j

Fmal Report "Mass Transportatlon Developrnent Program of the Dela-‘ -
: ware Rlver Port Authorlty" (IT-09-0009), December, 1975 :

'.)

1
.:Prolect Cost = $572 8-m11110t1 _
DeSSI.'_El ,-tlo 0 S ][ L

L A 14 4 mlle extensxon of the Lmdenwold ngh-Speed Lme from the -
’ ex1st1ng Broadway: Station in Camden to Mt. Laurel. Alignment would be
~-along existing rail rlght-of-tvay to the V1c1mty of Maple Shade. and on new

... right-of-way to Mt. Laurel. ‘Included in the project are nine statlons, in--

.. cluding four walk—ons, termmal faclhtles, requlrements for two—branch oper- :

ation and 61 new cars. T LT e o

At Bene;fitfsf 1

 Fstimated 1978 .dajily patronage of approxmately 16 500 round tmpg

" riders added (not line volume) to the. PATCO system (1985 pre]ectlons’ AP |

o "not avallable)

BTN Reduced travel tlme for extenszon r1ders, both from the standpomt ofﬂ
~reduced station ac.ces‘s time for those presently usmg PATCO and bus

. vs. |PATCO travel time for those. currently using bus ‘service to

. Phlladelphla... S T e e e R e

e More comfortable and convement tmp

- .Reduced Vehlcle Mlles Travelled due to shorter statlon access and':-_'v"
~autq dwersmns. T : e TEL PR O S A

t

‘. ;"P‘ejr 1t more efflclent feeder bus operatlon. At present, numerous:- T
- PATCO "feeder" routes continue ‘on to Phlladelphla due pr1rnar11y to»

: »'.'P'A’I OO capaclty restramts. :
i

Fstlmated that assocllated feeder bus serv1ce orlentatlon would m—f L
cregse. ‘the annual bus Lsub51dy by approx1mate1y $490 000 ‘ -

stbeneflt{‘

% -DPELA PATCO expansxon alternatlve analy51s study m progress. )

' -Prima»ry ‘Data Sources

Fmal Report, "Mass ﬂ‘ransportatlon Development Program of the '
Delaware Rlver Port Authorlty" (IT-09-0009), December, 197 5. e

a0




| PATCO Extension to Glassborg" o

. Project Cost - $'6'65.:2-mi11ion
D‘escrigjtien ' :

A 18.5 mile extension of the Lindenwold ngh—Speed Lme from Divi-

_sionStreet in Camden to Glassboro. Alignment would-be along existing

. Seashore Division right-of-way to the v1c1mty of Morgan Blvd., adjacent to

.+ N.J. Route 42 to vicinity of the Turnpike, in the median of proposed N.J.

" Route 55. to the vieinity of Pitman and along. Seashore Division right-of-way

to Glassboro. The project would include eight stations including one walk-on,
terminal facilities, requirements for 2-branch operation and 60 new cars.

Benefits

. _Est1mated 1978 dally patronage of approx1mate1y 18 200 round trip
" riders added (not line volume) to- the PATCO system (1985 prOJectlons
not available).

. Reduced travel time for extension riders, both from the standpoint of
reduced station access time for those presently usmg PATCO and bus
vs. PATCO travel time for those currently using bus service to
Phlladelphla. .

M'ore‘ comf'ortable and convenieht trip.

A

Reduced Vehlcle Miles. Travelled due to shorter station access and auto
diversions. .

. Permit more efficient feeder bus operation. At present, numerouvs"
PATCO "feeder" routes continue on to Philadelphia due primarily to
. PATCO capacity restraints, It is estimated that the annual bus subsidy
-_would be reduced by approx1mate1y $14,000.
~ Disbenefits
“No significant dlsbeneflts 1dent1f1ed.

PI‘O]eCt Status

DRPA PATCO expansmn alternatwes ana1y31s study in progress.






APPENDIX B

Projects Not Formally Evaluated
~ Due to Lack of Development






_ 7 Th1s appendlx presents prOJects that were 1dent1f1ed and con51dered but whlch o
were not formally carried through the ranking step, since it was recognlzed in ‘the
Transpac development process that the projeects required ‘substantial. development.

Included are conceptual projects: suggested by ‘sources both within. and-external to . - “

NJDOT since ‘the initiation of the Transpac development process. ~ All projects can

. be considered "C" ranked projects on that basis. It should be noted that none of
" these- prOJects would fall into priority group I, i.e., are not "eritical™ in nature. As in
the case of projects that were formally ranked and subsequently de51gnated ncny

they. should be reevaluated as they are developed, as part of an ongomg plannmg
'programmmg process. o - : o : .

Bus

PrO]ect Costv Undetermlned
' \.’Descrlpnon R
. ' New and/or 1mproved faclhtles.
Beneflts | | | -
Q_uantifiableibenefits “_?f availah’le‘. g%
‘Dlsbeneflts N “ R

. Quantlﬁable d1sbenef1ts not avallable, however no. 81gn1f1cant dlS-"‘
beneflts are antlcrpated._ o : _ ’

PrOJect Status

Both bus and ra11 faclhtles are currently the sub]ect of techmcal |

- feasibility studies. It is recognized that results of these studies may
_reveal deficiencies that would be- considered of a ecritical nature, e

non-attendance to- ‘them in short term would lead to serious de-
terioration of the State's investment in new and rehabilitated rolling
- stock and/or in the quality of service provided. Preliminary data from
‘these stud1es are currently being reviewed. - When final recom-
- mendations are made, the State's Capltal Program -should ' be.
reexamined at that time to determine if a prOJect for 1mprov1ng these'
faclhtles should be 1ncluded : :

Prlmary Data Sources

b ..‘ NJDOT Bureau of Tran81t Planmng, August 1978

Prolect Cost - Undetermmed

e DeSCI'IEth

The prOJect concept could 1nclude the followmg tran31t/non-trans1t



o y »PrOJect St"

- fa011ltleS“ ce/t S
prlvate ‘autos in-order to conneet to other transportation modes including rail,
- air and m
; -‘\._,;located at|
* retail/com o
© - mover- System conneetmg casmos w1th each other and to the transportatxon L
"u-center.. _ : S : S L R

- »_’_‘.Beneflts

Qu

',Interfaee{/'transfer pomt between buses, tax1s, hmousmes and .

arine travel (one or more of which could likewise be physiecally

mercial space; parkmg, hotel reception facilities and; a ‘people

Qushtifisble benefits not available, -

tlflable dlsbeneﬁtsﬂ not_.faVéiléble?;

tus

A 1 -month feasxblhtv study WasmltlatedmAprll, G

o lPrlmary D ta Sources

oject Cost - Not Available

AConstructlon of a transfer faclhty between the Newark Clty Subway CE

" and the Hoboken Division Morristown Lme at the locatlon of the subway's* oo o

o -ex1stmg Orange Street Statmn- R

ey ; «Benef 1ts

gj - ', ‘:,Q'uantifieble-‘begnlﬁe__fits_}no‘tra\‘r»aii;arble‘.f,: A

| -D1sbenef1t ;-

Quantlfrable dlsbenef

.< P
N

ts not available.

o

= ‘:f{_{'-ﬂPrOJect Status

T At
permlt ev

ta Sources

. Prlmary D

OT Bureau of Tran51t Planmng, September, 197 8

St - Not availsble

‘the center), visitor mformatlon and tourist bureau; office space;

an. Transportation Planning, August, 1978.

he present tlme thls prOJeet has not been developed sufflclently to- ﬁ |
'luatlon. TR C S S R



Descrlptlon :
. ' Remstltutlon of ra11 passenger serv1ce along the ex1st1ng West Shore
‘rail right-of-way between West Haverstraw, N.Y. and Hoboken, N.J. " Ap-
- proximately 18.8 miles of the West Shore line are within New Jersey. There
~would be: 9 stations within. New Jersey Tt is estimated that approx1mately 75
‘eoaches and 7 locomonves would be requlred to operate the serv1ce
" ,Beneflts |
+.Quantifiable benefi'ts:not curre'rit_ly available.
_Disbenefits' ’
. Quantifiable disbenefits not currently available.

- Project Status

- A final draft report for Phase A of the "West Shore Corridor Alter-
natives" (IT-09-0058/NY-09-0046) technical study has been completed. It is
anticipated that public meetings on the Phase A report will be held and a -

- -maximum of three of the alternatives studied.in Phase A selected for final
_detailed analysis by July, 1979. Alternatives studied in Phase A were: TSM
type bus improvements; suburban rail west of the Palisades; suburban rail east
-of the Palisades; rapid rail to Journal Square, light rail through ‘the Lincoln
Tunnel and, an exclusive busway. .

Prlmary Data Sources

o NJDOT Bureau of Transn: Planmng, September, 197 8.
Newark CItV Subwa\L Sprmgﬁelg__me__xx_enﬂgn_

'Project Cost - Estimated cost in- 1978 dollars of $192-m11110n (based on 197 2
est1mate5 : , ,

Descriptionv

Construetion of a 3.8 mile underground extension of the existing
Newark City Subway from Penn Station to the Irvington Bus Terminal pri-
marily along the right-of-way of Springfield Avenue. Seven new underground

- stations would be built at intervals of approximately one-half a mile.

" Twenty-five Standard Light Rail Vehicles would also be acquired. It should
be noted that the estimated cost is in'terms of 1978 cost, not implementation
cost which would be considerably higher. 1978 cost was obtained by inflating
the '72 estimate at 8% per year, and is for order of magnitude reference

- purposes. only. The estimate also assumes cut and cover construction in
crossing the Garden State Parkway, tunnehng would increase the 197 8 cost by -
‘approximately $10 3 million. : . '

Benef 1ts :

. Estlmated that: there would be a base patronage of 29, 000 daily trips in
1972, consrstmg of 26,600 bus diversions and 2, 400 auto diversions.



Disbenef its

also estimated that there could be a potential of 2,500.’ additional
due to latent demand and an additional 4,000 trips due to fare-
This would yield a-

Was
trips’
induced intra CBD patronage (presently walk).

- maximum possible patronage of 35,500 daily trips.

Estimated travel trme; between Irvington Bus Terminal and Penn Sta-

- tion of 9.80 minutes. at a speed of 22.5 mph as compared to 26 minutes

at 8.5 mph for bus and 16 minutes at 14 mph for private automoblle. ,
Higher level of serv1ce/amen1t1es for users.

'Quantlflable d1sbenef1ts not identified per se, however, see followmg
discussion of project status.

Project Status

"Ne

ark Transportation and Growth" (IT -09-1104) by the Newark

Division of| City Planning and Parsons, Brinckerhoff, Quade and Douglas,
March, 1974 final report completed. The following points concernmg the
proposed projeet should be noted

°

~ Spri

- derived from bus dlversmns, this factor could be significant.

J.
Patr nage pro;ectlons for the extensmn were based on data prior to
the 1972 bus strike. Data was not subsequently adjusted. Considering
that |approximately 92% of the base patronage was assumed to be
For
exa nple, Newark subway patronage was in excess of 15,500 daily trips
prior to the strike. Current patronage is estlmated at approxunately '

- 9,200Q daily trips.

Based on the then current Newark subway operating experience, the
study report indicates that the extension would be profltable (approxi-
mately a net profit of at least $1 million with maximum patronage)
Based on current PUC reports, this appears overly optimistie.

Capi al cost estlmates should be revised. Since the time of the ori-
ginal  estimates, "real' cost" increases have occurred in addition to
inflationary ones. Therefore, apphcatlon of simple inflation factors
woul be mlsleadlng !

The extension would completely replace bus service on that portion of
field Avenue. Although these diversions may in fact be desirable,
the issue of impact on bus service/operators should be addressed. The
Topic was not treated. m the report.

" Based on. the precedmg dlscussmn, it is not believed that the pro;ect
can be adequately evaluated at this time.

‘However, it should be noted that

due to very
ment of an
transit opti

high cost and in that the project is a "new start" for the replace~
ex1st1ng service rather than for satisfying a market without a
on, the project could not be inecluded within the financial con-




vstramts of Transpac at thlS t1rne regardless of whether 1t were forrnally, O

. ranked

' Primary Data Sources

‘ "Newark Transportatlon and Growth" (IT-09 0014) by the Newark_
Division of City Planning and Parsons, Brmckerhoff Quade and ‘Doug-
las, fmal report March, 1974 ' : :

Project Cost - Undetermined
Descrigtion :
This project involves the provision of bus and rail park and ride
- facilities at various locations throughout the State. Numerous suggestions for
development of  specific sites have  been advanced by various sources.
- However, detailed analysis and the development of an overall Statewide
’ park—and—-rxde program still requlres formulatlon.
Beneflts ‘
Promotion of use of the State's bus and rail lines.
.. Reductions in vehicle milesytravelle_d,"air pollution and use of e'nergy,.

Project Status S

The State has reeently estabhshed a"spec1a1"task force to develop a
Statewide program for improving park and ride facilities.  Once the program
‘is finalized analysis of SpélelC 31tes with accompanymg recommendatlons can
be made. . '

Primary Data Sources

. Preliminary recommendations for a Statew1de publie transportation‘

capital improvement program by the: County Transportation Associa- = .

tion, September 1978.
. NJDOT Staff

.. County transportation plans and inputs.

~ at this Time
.. Bus Marshalling Faeility South of dersey City
i Two—way Radios for "Transit BUses, Statewide =

"Exact Fare Box Central Handling Facility .



Bus | Terminals or Intermodal Transportatlon Centers for Newark,
Paterson, Plainfield, Woodbury, Deptford Townshlp, Asbury Park,
Elizabeth, New Brunsw1ck

Light Rail Transit for the Following Corridors:

Paterson to Newark '
Paterson-Passaic-Hackensack Meadowlands

‘ Paterson-Hackensack-Hackensack Meadowlands
Willowbrook Mall Personal Rapid Transit System

Transit Centers For Péssaic’ and Willowbrook Mall

Rehabilitate P1ermont Branch to connect Pascack Valley Line to Main
Line in Roekland County

Hackensack Bus Statiqn Improvements

Railroad Bridge Rehabilitation




APPENDIX C

Methodology and Criteria for Ranking Capital Projects
in the Development of Transpac
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Summary -

This paper presents a suggested systematic - approach for ranking capital
projects in the development of the State's 600 million dollar UMTA funded transit
- ‘program package, or "Transpac." The following is an outline of the successive

elements composing the approach. : ‘

1. Establxsh short-range tran51t 1mprovement program development policies
that can be related to both broad areas of project priority by type of
project (maintenance and ' rehabilitation, increased flexibility, e.g.
interconnections, and new starts) and rankmg within the same prOJect
priority. ,

2.- Based. on the short-range improvement program development polieies,
establish an order of project p[‘lOI‘ltleS Group. proposed transit capital
prOJects accordmgly ' :

- Rank prOJects w1th1n categorles, gulded by

a'

b.

c.

_Short-range 1mprovement program development pohcles.

. Objective measures of prOJect benef1t, disbenefit and benefit/cost as .

applicable and available. 'Although quantifiable data is preferred for
comparative purposes, the importance of non-quantifiable benefits.is
recognized and would be considered when. significant -and

_ substantiated. :

Con51derat1on of any benefits or Justlflcatlons unique to a specific
project that would warrant a high priority. This would include
con51derat1on of "long—range" transrt policies whlch would be estab—
11shed :

4. - Refine the overall rankmg of candldate prOJects, as deterrnmed by the
priority approach, to arrive at a final project ranking list. This process
would take into account overall application of benefit and cost implica-
‘tions and policy related considerations. L

. Short—gange Trags1t Improvement Prog_ram Development Policie‘g o

1. Preserve and rnamtaln (as Just1f1ed) serv1ces, equrpment and faclhtles of
the ex1st1ng bus and rall systems :

2. Improve those serv1ces flrst whrch w1]l have the greatest immediate real .
benef1t at the most reasonable costs.

3. Construct those prOJects first that are justified, commltted and can be‘- »
implemented in the shortest period of time and can be accommodatedv :
w1th1n budgetary constraints. ‘ :



"Long—‘Range’" Trans

1. To prov

it System Goals Policies

ide st1mulus to ~urban’ center commerclal, 1ndustr1al and res- o

- rank that basically
.- discussed at this pg
3 paper. They apply

: F1rst, projec
~ment of one or m
attention and appr¢

idential redevelopment. .
2 K'To effe'-t major ‘auto dmersxon w1th1n a travel CO[‘I'IdOI‘ and reduce ad-
E -verse 1mpacts on the natural env1ronment. v
3. To encourage and support[development of eff1c1ent land use: patterns.
3 4.’ vTo:assmt the moblhty neelds of those w1thout access to. automoblles, " ',
5. To mamtam the State's status as a res1dent1al base to the commerc1a1 '
centers jof New York and Phlladelphla
6. To i‘ncre ase safety, conve ruence and comfort of travel
.-,7. " To reduce travel tlme anc cost per tr1p
: v8_. " To be reahstlc in terms of physxcal soc1al f1nanc1al and env1ronmental_ '
. . constraints. ‘ : ’ S
Eﬂuence andeonmderatlon'of Pglicy vRelated Fac tors '
Withinathe evaluat1on process,’ there are factors potentlally 1mpact1ng prOJect '

apply to all prOJects under . consideration. Therefore, they are " -

int for emphasis and to avoid redundaney in the remainder of this
to. both prxorlty category and refined overall rankmg -

ore of  the "long—range" policy objectives should be:given close

bpriate weight in the evaluation process. This does not imply that

- all such projects sl

would contribute -
- benefit of the proj
- Whereas, if only
. appear relat1vely
'pPOJGCt is reahstlc

Second mo

~been directly transl

of prOJect develop
- costs vs. benefits

B 'welg‘hed and appli

‘ development refers

nould necessarily be included in the refined program of projects.-

ts, overall prOJect worth and cost effectweness, etc. cannot be -

‘in project evaluatlon. As a partlcular example, a project that.

o significant urban area economic stlmulus, i.e., an "external" -
ct, might validly be justified for inclusion in the capital program.
he projects "1nternal" benefits were con51dered, it might not

yeneficial enough for 1nclu51on. Natura]ly, it is assumed that the,

\
[~
|

t elements of the sh

in’ 1ts own right.

ort-range program development polxcles have

o its prOJect prlorlty category, can be significant in determining
d as appropriate w1th1n the ranking process.  The status of project.
to both level of current com mltment and length of t1me required

[ .
|

. i
S

\

|

ts whlch will d1rectly and s1gmf1cantly contrlbute to the attaln—' :

ated into the prOJect priorities themselves. " Imp11c1tly, the status . |
ent while not influencing a project's "absolute" worth in terms of

~the program' t1me frame and, therefore, needs be considered, .



to inlt_iate _imp’le.mentatiOn if',desired‘.‘ Representative levels"would incmde:’v |
. . Final application on file with UMTA | | |
'Pre—apphcatlon on f11e with UMTA
Requ1red plann1ng/stud1es m1t1ated
. Conceptual stage

It is recogmzed that requ1red lead t1mes would vary accordmg to type and -
magmtude of the pro;ect. : .

Discussion of Project Pr1or1ties'

The followmg is a summary of the prOJect pr10r1t1es that were developed
h1ghest prlorlty bemg flrst. : : ¥ ~

-I. - - Projects. requ1red for the contmuance of essentlal servmes at ‘eurrent -
levels of service. e : v

II. - Projects. mandated by State and/or Federal laws and regula‘tions; L

111, _PrOJects required to complete ‘capital 1mprovement efforts that have
= been initiated, e.g., cost increases due to 1nflat1on :

" IV.  Low cost user oriented pI'OJvects. :
V. Low cost operations orientedprojects.v |

VL Moderatev 'cos't projects "of‘ signlficant benefit'.v
VII. * High cost prOJects of hlghly 51gn1f1cant beneflt

Th1s sectlon presents the fo]lowmg 1nformatlon for each of the proposed .
capltal project p[‘lOI‘ltleS. L : '

1. A brlef defmltlon of the pr10r1ty elaboratmg on 1ts cla551f1cat1on title. -

- 2. Examples of the types of prOJects that could be’ expected to be included
. within the priority. It should be noted that the lists of examples are not
, ,mtended to be exhaustlve. ~ .

3. A br1ef dlscuss1on of' the types and level of deta11 of various cr1ter1a and
“measures that are considered applicable - for use .in the project jus-
" t1f1catlon/rank1ng process. However, it should be noted ‘that the dis-
~ cussions are general guides. The availability and apphcablhty of both
hard and soft data will likely vary accordmg to spemflc pro;ects. There="
fore, Judgement will be necessary.- :

vblv. Thls pr1or1ty category does not appear in the body of - this report, since all
’ - applicable projects 1dent1f1ed were bemg funded through sources external to'
Transpac. =

~

c-3



polloies should be addressed in"all cases while "long-range" ‘objectives will likely L
~ have substantial” po
range (VI & V).

- o Pro]ect type

. ;'PrOJect(s) Pec
o levels of serv

U Deflmtlon -
. would result ‘
~ ting in its cessation in the extreme case. This prlorlty would include prOJects Ce
B requlred to prov1de for. reahst1c short-term patronage demand mcreases, 1f,j‘~j
,,,_.'.consmered cr S o

mead Majm

S Statu

As prev1ously dlscussed, cons1deratlon of short-range program development

tentlal 1mpact only m the "moderate" to- "hlgh" cost prlorlty

1ce

PI‘O]eCtS that 1f not 1mplemented in. the 1mmed1ate short term EI

in: pronounced to. drast1e deterloratlon of the service, culmina~ -

1tlcal to mamtammg a reasonable level of serv1ce. L

=xamples SRR Y

R Replacement of ra11 or. bus rolhng stock presently in advanced states A

o oof de

o "Addn

temoratlon, or approachmg end of normal hfe.

'-*track/roadway, structures and wayS1de faclhtles rehablhtatlons_{
fer txcal nature.;._, O R T , , ‘

cement, 1f V1tal to serV1ce eontmuance.

lOl’lS, ]jessentlal. [T

1onal rollmg stoek 1f crxtlcal to mamt mng level of serv1ce. ‘

"__vZCr1ter1a/Mea wres for prOJect ]ustlflcatlon/rankmg -
e _It w_ou-ld

. to compete |for -inclusion in. a capital program- per se."
- presentative: SUre f

.+ degree data fis-available. -

‘pendent rider
... . terms unless|
-7 -included. - Be

.- directly.or ¢
- project data,
RO purchase vs.

. would in all
. example: . A
.~ -attendant slo
et -
..~ considered d
e requlre_ments

Measures of the state of the serv1ce, necess1tatmg the 1mprovement(s),ff' L
FOI‘ » N
ige of rollmg stock severely deteriorated track/roadbed with -

‘Ttis'r

‘Patronage levels- 1mpacted (mcludmg captive/de- -

s.if known) and related adverse impacts (probably-in generalized =
hard ‘data available) such ‘as: VMT/energy/pollutmn, would be - -
neflt ‘measures which are applicable, and are either available )
an be- reasonably expedltlously caleulated from related available S
would vary dependmg on specific pro;ect type- e.g., rollmg stockﬂ'_ PR

new fac111t1es constructlon.;. - jf;,_

likelihood be- self-ewdent and documentable in most cases. -

w orders; bridges lor other structures officially declared unsafe;
ecognized- ‘that within a prOJect to- "save" a service, it may be

esirable to include elements that go beyond: satisfying basic o

31 e., almed at tmprovmg the serv1ce rather than mamtammg 1t,

ulred for the contmnaneef"of eSSential transit serVices’ateurrent‘ T

support faclhtles, eg., mamtenance facﬂltles upgrade or e :

)n/ temmal/ parkmg Upgradmg, ln01ud1ng requlred expansxons or. . ST

appear :that pro;[ects falhng w1thm th1s category would not haveff-t R
- However, re-
‘measures of MprOJect Just1flcat10n should be addressed to.the -+



1.

for purposes of economy of scale or because the additional improvements had
previously been considered desirable in their own right. However, if the
additional cost involved is substantial, those additional elements should be
justified for inclusion within their appropriate project priority category, not
automatically included within this one. Naturally, if a lower than normal cost
for the additional elements was anticipated through overall economy of scale,
the factor would work to the project's advantage within the priority category
in which it was judged as to ranking. This would also be true for succeeding
project priorities.

Projects mandated by Federal or State Laws and Regulation's

Definition - Projects necessary for inclusion regardless of absolute cost/bene-
fit measures, due to prevailing federal and/or state requirements. This does
not imply that projects within this category are necessarily of marginal value,
only that "measurable" benefits are of secondary consideration per se.

Project type examples -
. EPA and DEP mandated projects.
. F.R.A. requirements.

Northeast Corridor requirements.

Criter,ia/Measur’es_ for project justif ication/ranking -

Due to the nature of the project category, justification of projects would
not be required per se, as long as projects were not in excess (total dollar
value) of the mandated requirement. However, if more proposed projects are

‘available than required to meet the mandate, basic benefit measures should

be obtained to facilitate project ranking.

Project(s) required to compl’ete capital improvement efforts already begun
Definition - Refers only to the successful completioh of the specific initial
project specified; i.e., does not include "add-on" improvements above and
beyond the original project's intent.

Project type examples -

. Cost increases in the project's original budget due to inflation.
‘Additional cost due to essential expansion of the original project's
scope to accommodate unforeseen factors, disregard of which would
render the project less effective.

Criteria/Measures for project justification/ranking -

Since these projecfs have been fully develdped, justification and present-
ation of key benefit measures should be straightforward, using existing
sources. '



o VI..

LOW-?QOSt' user orlented pro;ects -

' .o‘r-"ieffn' te'd-Ts

' Definition 1\‘L’PrOJects rangmg from prov1sxon of amemtles through passenger B

type prOJects. l :

examples - 1

b Pro;ect type

- Cr’i,te’ria/Mes

~ _.unique ones
. than from a

H
Lol

Termmal Improvements

Park-and-Rlde Faclhtles

; Crlterla/Measures for prOJect Justlflcatlon/rankmg -

Use hard data as avallable. However, for small prOJects, itis hkely that

- only patronave/user data would be available.

‘Also, in the case of amenities

type projeets; ‘it :is likely that benefits would be less quantlflable, requlrmg,

"Low" c.oSt o

- more reliance on Judgmental factors. R

eratlons orlented prOJects -

Defi\nitio.n*- iPrOJects essentlal for: 1mproved level of operatmg efflclency,' N
-and/or woulo o

produce sxgmflcant operatlonal cost reductlons. R

examples -

I
|

Pro'ject {type
-Fare
. Au‘tC

. ‘Mam

-
collect1on/secur1ty 1mprovements :

matlc passenger data acqulsltlon capablhty
tenance facxhtles 1mprovements L

lsures for pro;ect ]ustlflcatlon/rankmg w

B ‘Conc_ent
for general
However, it

ratlon on monetary aspects when approprlate. Use of user: data'
eomparisons. Cons:deratlon of any appropriate user “benefits. -
appears that the ‘beneﬁts involved may often be in the realm of
that would have to be treated more or less Judgmentally rather ,
hard data approach ' .

o vModerate cost prOJects of mgmﬁcant beneflt -

- surate with demonstrated need,
. increases,

system)

1 , PrOJect type

. 'Defml-tlon - PrOJec.ts. aimed _ati ach1ev1ng the hlghest level of service commen—b : R
including projected short-term demand -

ithin the context of an existing service (or adjunct to a bus

exampl& -

g Add1

I o . : _
I
tlonal rolhng stock for mcreased frequency




VIL.

New or 1mproved fac111t1es, mcludmg support facﬂltles and transpor-
tatlon eenters/termmals of moderate cost. :

. Ra11 connectlon-s.

Criteria/MeaSures fc‘>r project justificat-ion/ranking'-

For projects Wthh have had a hlgh deg'ree of development to date, all -

- available, relevant and especially directly comparable benefit/disbenefit data

should be utilized. For projects not so developed, it will most likely be:
possible to develop only basie indicators, which probably would be expected-
patronage related. However, the fact that they have not been developed to
any degree as yet would tend to indicdte that they would be of a lower
priority. Within this category, non-user as well as user benefits should be

-considered, ‘as applicable. Special consideration should be given to those

projects which are indicated as resulting in 51gn1flcant social/economie

beneflt for the area in question.

"H1gh" cost prOJeets of 51gn1f1cant benefit -

Definition - PrOJects mvolvmg major modlflcatlons to an ex1st1ng service and
maJor "new start" rall service. v

Project type examples -

.. .Extensions to ex1st1ng rail lines (rapld or commuter) mcludmg branch
' ‘11nes. . . .

.. New rail services (hght rapid or commuter) elther independent of or
- complementing ex1st1ng serVIces, e.g., light ra11 feeding rapid rail as
well as prov1d1ng serv1ce in 1ts own right.

. Major modifications to an ex1stmg ‘rail ‘service. to permit higher
performance equipment, superior motive power, joint use with a
complementary but presently inaccessible service due to lack of
physical connection and/or other considerations. ‘

. MaJor f1xed user or operatlonal facﬂltles.

Crlterla/Measures for prOJect Justlflcanon/rankmg -

For prOJects which have had a high degree of development to date, all
available, relevant and especially directly comparable benefit/disbenefit data
should be utilized. . For projects not: so developed, it will most likely be
possible to develop only basic indicators, which probably would be expected
patronage related. However, by the fact that they have not been developed

~ to any degree as yet would tend to indicate that they would be of a lower

priority. Within this eategory, non-user as well as user benefits should be.
considered, as applicable. Special consideration should be given to those-
projects which are indicated as resultmg in significant somal/economlc

beneflt for the area in questlon.
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A pirlorlty category approach was 1ncorporated mto the program development _
process for the followmg basm reasons- L _

1. _
~ policies

To regect the prev1ously descr1bed short-range program development ‘

i

. To help allev1ate some of the problems assoclated W1th attemptmg to
. . directly compare/rank prOJects of dissimilar nature. For example, trying
. torank a project desrgned to reduce operatmg costs with one dealing -

- with passenger amenities on a strict "numerical™ cost/benefit type basis

- would be difficult and time consummg at best and produce mrsleadmg or -
- ,'fksmeanmgless values at worst. : , : ‘ :

3.

_;To make ‘the handlmg and rankmg of a large volume of prOJects more‘

manageable. S

o However, although rankmg prOJects w1th1n categorles is cons1dered to be a -
loglcal and an 1mportant step in the project selection process, it is not mtended to
‘be the final one. | ‘At -this point, a refined overall ranking of projects must be
- accomplished on a, somewhat Judgmental but objectively defensible basis. Reasons

..'why th1s process 1s necessary, and pomts to be conSIdered in 1t, are as follows. '

»Although the prOJect prlorlty categorles defme types of pro;ects fa1rly " o

‘the questions of whlch of two adjacent categories should be of

hlgher ank and . whether the relative .ranks. could vary dependmg upon

clrcumstance, are not always as clear. In practlce, it is likely

mally b’ consuiered of h1gher rankmg as such

4

'Slmllar to the precedmg ltem, a pro]ect may contrlbute to ‘one or more:'-' "

rev1ously listed "long-range" policy objectives or satisfy program-

ent pollcy(s) srgmﬁcantly enough to warrant a hlgh or: hrgher‘

‘ 54

The prevrously dlscussed I"non—cost/beneﬁt" factors apply to overall fmal

- ranking) dependmg upon level of srgmflcance. ;




Total PrOJect Cost - ,' ‘

: Base level cost for comparatlve purposes For purposes of direct compar—

ison among projects, all projects should be costed ‘in- terms of a base year;

_i.e., cost of the pmJect 1f 1t could be constructed in zero-time w1th1n a spec-
Cified year. : : : :

B Constructlon pemod costs for programmmg It is assumed that the 600 mll- )

lion dollars available for the program package is in terms of absolute dollars }
- available regardless of time frame for construction. Therefore, assumptions =
“eoncerning years of -construction will have to be made and inflation factors
- applied as approprlate (a number of projects should currently have available
cost estimates that would "fit" with little or no modification) to arrive at
project costs, and by mference a. cap1ta1 program that realxstlcally "adds up"
»properly to ava11ab1e funds. o . : , :

’ The fo]lowmg is a dlscussmn of beneflt and related d1sbenef1t measures that
appear to be applicable within this project evaluation process. Not all measures are

necessarily applicable to or obtainable for all prOJects that may be con51dered nor»’”'.‘ o

for all pro;ects w1th1n a g1ven project prlorzty category

1 _.Patronage - Patronage served by a prOJect is in 1tself commonly used as
. an 1nd1cator of beneflt. However, the following points need be con-
sidered: T 2R

a. Ex1st1ng Rldershlp - Total ex1st1ng r1dersh1p of a service can be

- shown as reflecting "benefit" only if all riders actually receive the .

o benefit.  If the improvement positively impacts only a portion. of -

total rldershlp, only that portion should be so indicated. Conversely, ‘. -
_if ‘the improvement actually adversely impacts a portion of the

ridership to a meanmgful degree, the disbenefit should be noted and
'taken 1nto account to arrlve at a net "beneflted" patronage.v -

b.. New or added R1dersh1p - All new r1ders would be counted. How- .
“ever, if a substantial number of new riders are a result of diversion
from other ex1st1ng transit: modes/serv1ces an additional benefit or a

. disbenefit could result, dependmg on the circumstances,. due to
~ impacts on the transit service they switched from. If significant,
- this should be. explored and taken 1nto account if at all possmle. o

’c.v‘ Elderly, Handlcapped and. Tran31t dependents - Benef1ts accrumg to .

~ these groups through service improvements, either through projects .
aimed directly at the groups or. if a significant number are benefited ..

B jthrough spinoff from a "general public" oriented projeect, generally‘ .
are glven added welght in pro;ect Just1f1cat1on/rank1ng o

’ 2 Operatmg Cost/Revenue Impacts = For 1mprovernent pro;ects geared .
R -toward redu_cmg operat;ng_costs and/or 1ncreas1ng revenue,_these factors -

-9 e



~obviously would be explicitly indicated. For other projects they should
be included if their impact, either as a benefit or disbenefit, is:
significant. As in the case of "patronage", impacts on other transit
services should likewise be taken into consideration if impaet is sub-/
stantial. ’ ; o
. [,
3. Passenger time savings | - Data probably would be avallable only for ;
. projects intended to produce this result or in large pro;ects where this
would be a prime consideration along with other factors in determining
project| justification. Would normally be expressed in terms of average
savings| per user or converted to dollars on an annual basis. ‘As in the
preceding discussions, tlme disbenefits should also be considered if a
‘ portion of existing rlders or other serv1ces are adversely 1mpacted ’

4. . ‘Auto Dwersmns, VMT Reductmns, Energy and Pollutlon Reduct1ons-W1th ‘
- the exception of auto dtverswns, it is most difficult to quantify these
- benefits. Since they are basically related, although not on a directly

proportional basis, it 1s recommended that only auto diversions be -

considered. Also, for projects where significant ridership gains are not
‘anticipated, auto diversions would likewise be small and can be ignored.
For large projects with high new-rider projections, it would appear that -
it woul:l be beneficial to include auto diversion estimates as one benefit-
~measurg to aid in the. evaluation “process. For - projects ranking very

closely|in other respects, auto dlversmn could become a decldmg factor.

5... External Beneflts - These would be benefits pertammg to non-users as
o such. For instance, they/could include time savmgs to non-transit riders
or economic benefits to -an area,- without a related benefit decrease -
elsewhere. -Such factors should at least be con31dered in the selection
process when they can be substantiated. It should be noted that
- significant external beneflts could also fall w1th1n the scope- of "long-' '
: range" pohcy cons1derat10ns :

'6..° "Unique" Benefits - These are’ conszdered to encompass items such as

- passenger safety (accldent reduction/prevention) and security. For
projects not aimed at the items directly, ""measurement" would be dif-

- ficult or' .impossible, For projects that are geared toward them, an
extreme example being emergency type rehabilitation of track structures

that are unsafe, they are project justifications more than benefits. They
could ery well qualify the project as a high priority but not on the basis
of comparing -the "beneflt" with other pPOJects, as such on: the samel
"benefit" ba51s. : Lo e : ‘

For purposes of the pro;ect rankmg process, all cost/beneflt typ 1nd1cators

' utilized should be |used judiciously and with caution. This is emphasized since the -

values obtained do not represent "overall" or "selected-variable" cost/benefit ratios v
: per se. They- only represent a cost/beneflt type relatlonshlp for a selected benefit.




variable. -

True cost/benefit must obviously be expressed in terms of dollar per -

dollar, should include all relevant potential benefit variables, and are usually reliable
for comparatlve purposes only when considering projects with similar purposes and

scope..

The preceding is beyond the scope of this evaluation/ranking process.

However, despite their limitations the following indicators may prove helpful in-

- ecomparing similar projects from the standpoint of obtaining a elearer picture of a
- particular related benefit to assist in the evaluation process; not of themselves being -

the process. Natura]ly, a]l mdlcators are not applicable to all projects.

L

Project cost per passenger - This is perhaps the most commonly used -
blanket cost/benefit indicator. It is also one of the most misleading and

‘mlsmterpreted unless properly applied and its limitations understood.

Foremost, it is more accurately a cost distribution or spread indicator.
Of itself, it does not measure project worth; i.e., a project may be
designed to serve a large number of riders but produce negligible benefit.
Second, only riders benefiting from the project should be included in the
passenger figure, e.g., a project designed to reduce travel time on a rail
line that will impact 70% of the ridership should include only 70% of the
ridership in the cost per passenger ratio. - This example is obvious,

= however, in a number of instances the distinction is not as clear. The

2.

4

- factor is most useful in ecomparing similar type pro;ects having similar

unit passenger benef1ts/d1sbenef1ts. In this case, the factor does

approach being a meaningful relative cost/benefit indicator. At other

times it should be looked upon as a cost spread,mdlcator The capital
costs involved can naturally be expressed in total project cost or
annualized cost as desired. Likewise, passengers can be shown on dally,
annual, ete. baszs as approprlate. : :

Project cost per passenger-mlle - ThlS factor is at. t1mes used to try to
provide a means of "equalizing" inherent ridership volume differences
between long and short-haul systems, in order to permit direct com-
parison. The assumption that trip length as well as total rldershlp should

be used in the determination of system "importance" is valid. However,

whether a directly proport1ona1 weighting should be used is subject to

- some debate. Comments in the preceding section apply. It should be °

noted that calculation of this factor can be difficult, depending on

available data, since average trlp lengths must be determmed or estl- o
-mated

Project cost per seat-mile - This fac‘tor can be used to provide an
indication of cost vs. level of service provided. It would have limited

benefit in this exercise unless "pohcy" levels of service/headways

became an important factor. As in the case of passenger—mﬂes, seat-
miles ean be difficult to determme. :

'Annuahzed Cap1ta1 Cost per Annual Savings - Annualized capitalv eost
' ean be compared to any project benefit that ecan be expressed in dollars.

For purposes of this evaluation, it is believed that ‘the following three,

~alone or in combmatlon, may be beneficial in certain instances: Annual

passenger time savmgs expressed in do]lars, annual operatlonal cost



savings |
~vide co
produce
- determi
- requirec
' speciflc

land; annual revenue increases. The factors can be used to. pro—

one or more of the three types of "savings' indicated, in order to
ne how well the prOJects satisfy those intentions. It is likely that -
] data would only be available in reasonable form for those
prOJects havmg such an mtent :

|
|

mparative data among similar projects that are intended to. -



APPENDIX D

Explanation of Changes in Projects
Considered in the "Preliminary Recommendations

for the Transpac Program" Draft Report, March 1979






In the interest of clarity and timely production, this report has been prepared
using the same basic format as the preceding "Preliminary Recommendations for the
Transpac Program" draft report, dated March, 1979. For an individual not having
read the draft report, this approach would present no problem. However, in that

there have been a number of changes with respect to projects discussed, we believe .
that it is necessary to include this appendlx, expla1mng those changes, for the bene- -

fit of those havmg read the draft.

, Mmor changes in prOJect costs, descriptlons and discussions are the result of

project and data updates/development subsequent to the March, 1979 draft. A more
detailed discussion will not be pursued in that regard. With respect to the more
substantial alterations, the following paragraphs present explanatory material for
' prOJects affected in each of the prlority groupings. ,

Priority I (Prolects Requ1red for the Contmuance of Essent1al Serv1ces at Current -
-Levels of Service) :

. The prehmmary recommendation to rehabilitate coaches for the North
Jersey Coast Line was changed to provide for the purchase of new
coaches. This decision was based on the following cons1derat1ons.

1. The existing coaches have end ‘doors at only one end of the car. This
* is not an efficient arrangement for commuter operation. The new
- coaches will have center and end doors.

2. - The seating capacity of the new coaches will be higher - than the
- existing coaches due to 3-2 seating Required fleet size will there-
fore be reduced. This results in reduced maintenance cost and the
shorter consists provxde for greater efflciency '

3. The acqu151tion of new cars will permlt the 1ncorporatlon of E&H
features, ineluding  making progress toward full accessmillty, mv
recogmtion of future Section 504 requirements.

4, --The new cars w1ll prov1de a uniform/compatible fleet for the NJCL.
The existing cars, purchased from a number of different rail
properties, are of a mix-and-match variety The cars will also be
compatible with those to be purchased for the Raritan Valley, thereby
~drawing closer to the State's goal of flexibility throughout our rail

‘ system. '

5. Push.-pull oper‘ating- capability of the new cars will allow ‘greater
operational ﬂexibility and efficiency. :

6.. The new cars will enhance passenger comfort and prov1de a higher
level of safety through design features and a more rapid egress cap-
abihty provided by the addltional doors. - :

The prOJect for signal and commumcatmns improvements and bridge
rehabilitations on the NJCL was not included in- the prehmmary



~ recommendations report. The need for these improvements became

apparent during a reassessment of the NJCL, conducted subsequent to
completion of the draft Transpac Report. It should be noted that the total
amount of Transpac funding attributable to NJCL projeets in this report is

~ the same as the preliminary recommendations, ie., the amount alloted for

completlon of the electrification project has been reduced. This subject is - |
discussed in detail in- ‘the NJCL electrification prOJect _deseription,
Appendix "A"." |

The project in the prehmmary reeommendatlons report. for the rehablhta- ’

“tion of | Brick Church and!East Orange Viaducts/Stations does not appear in

* this report. The cost has been combined with the statewide project "Rail

. Station Restoratlon/Parkmg " This change was made since the New
Jersey | Rail Stations Moderization Study is now at the point where a
- statewide comprehenswe and uniform program for station 1mprovements ;

is bein, developed and station improvements prioritized. Therefore it is

- . appropriate ‘that Brick Church and East Orange Stations be treated within-

the -overall program. It should be noted that initial repairs to these

. stations are being done under the current Station Deferred Maintenance

Program-and further work will be included in the statewide program.

Priority II V(Projeets Required to Complete Capital Impi‘ovement Efforts That Have

- _ Been Initiated) -

Transpac fundmg for the NJCL electrlflcatlon pI‘O]eCt was 51gn1f1cantly
reduced as the result of a NJCL improvement program reassessment
conducted by the Department. A detailed explanation is presented within

B the pro;ect d1scus31on in Appendlx AN,

Pmomty 119 (Low (,ost User Or1ented Prolects)

The - pt*OJect formerly entltled "NJCL—MaJor Station Improvements"

_(basically high level platforms) has been deleted from the final report. It
~is ‘included under the new Priority VI (High Cost) project, "Major

Commuter Rail Station Improvements". It should be noted that the
former |NJCL project did not have an available cost estimate in the draft

- report and was not included in the preliminary Transpac recommendations.

It should  also be noted that although a specific cost has not been
developed sinece that time, it is now apparent that 1t ‘would put the prOJect_
into tht Pmomty v (Medlum Cost) range. - :

Pmonty IV (Low ( ost Operatlons Orlented PrOJects)

The se pe of the prOJect ca]llng for long-haul bus radlos on a statewide
basis has been modified. Project development subsequent to the prelim-

- inary recommendations report has indicated that the project would not be
" technically feasible without a major investment in a significantly more

sophisticated system than omgmally envisioned. It was therefore shifted

“ from  this  priority group to Priority V (Moderate Cost) Order of -
. ‘magmt de cost would be in the $20 ‘million range. :

~The sigplflcantt 1ncrease m .estlmated cost results in-the project exceeding

i




the limits of Transpac funding. Therefore it can no longer be included in

Transpac. Due to the impending Section 504 regulations and the possible

- added costs to. the bus purchase for-such items as wheelchair lifts, it has

been decided to set aside the $4.0 ‘million originally dedicated to:bus

‘radios ‘as a partial contingeney fund for bus’ elderly and handlcapped full

accessmlllty Low—eost locahzed radlo systems may be cons1dered after

further study

Pmorlty V (Moderate Cost PrOJects of Slgmflcant Beneflt)

.

The project- formerly entltled "Ramtan Valley Upgrade—Phase m" (high

level platforms) has been:deleted from the final report. It is included

~ under the new project "Major Commuter Rail Station Improvements." It
~should be noted that the original project was not recommended for_ .

- mclusmn in Transpac due to lower priority rankmg

A candldate pro;ect callmg for the purchase of 30 MU cars for NJCL Bay
Head service, ie., would be. diesel hauled in non-electrie territory, has

been deleted from the final report. Operational plans developed for the -
'NJCL do not include this option. . The project was not included in the
- preliminary ‘recommendations . due to its conceptual nature and pendmg'_

development of the operating plan. = -

) Pnomty VI (ngh Cost PrOJects of H1ghly Slgmflcant Beneflt)

- One- new pro;ect was added to the fmal report, "MaJor Commuter Rail
Station Improvements." The purpose was to include all ‘potential can-

' dldate statlons, statew1de, for dlscusswn under a smgle pro;ect headmg
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